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This thesis is about philosophical theories of visual experience. I look at the methodology 
employed by philosophers engaged in such a project. I argue that they standardly use an 
introspection-based methodology in constructing an account of Visual experience (Chapter 1). 
They use claims made on the basis of first-person reflection on visual experience - claims about 
visual phenomenology - to argue about the nature of such experience. The main task of my thesis 
is to undermine this approach to constructing a theory of Visual experience. 
The approach assumes that we have a good grip on visual phenomenology in introspection. I 
argue that this assumption is mistaken. My strategy is two-fold. Firstly, I discuss and attack the 
two main introspection-based claims about visual phenomenology. One is the claim that it 
introspectively appears as if experience is transparent (Chapters 2 and 3). The other is that it 
introspectively appears as if experience presents us with actually existing objects (Chapter 4). 
After setting out each claim, I show that they are either useless in theory-construction or highly 
questionable. 
Secondly, I criticise the introspection-based methodology directly (Chapter 5). 1 argue it is 
seriously defective. Its use presupposes that we have appropriate introspective access to the 
phenomenology of experience. I show that our access to the required kind of introspective 
evidence IS extremely problematic. But without such evidence this methodology cannot be applied 
legitimately - use of it instantly becomes misuse. 
According to my critique, then, much influential work on visual experience in the last century and 
today is methodologically unsound. This raises questions about the right methodology to 
construct a theory of experience and about what role, if any, considerations about visual 
phenomenology might play in it. I finish by making brief suggestions about how to answer these 
questions (Chapter 6). 
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Introduction 
Suppose you have painted your living room wall in a subtle shade of yellow. Your friend visits 
and says: 'but it looks as if it's green. ' 'Nonsense, ' you say, 'it looks yellow, or you have to 
leave. ' We often talk about how things look to us, or how they visually appear to us. Visual 
appearance concerns us not only in everyday situations like the one )ust described. We use 
observations about how things look in scientific investigations, when classifying species of 
plants, or in literature, when part of the story details how a scene looks to the protagonist for 
instance. There are countless examples. How things visually appear to one and to others 
matters greatly in many areas of life and discourse. Philosophers are also often interested in 
visual appearance. Specifically, those investigating visual experience frequently choose a 
methodological approach one might describe as 'phenomenological ascent'. They use claims 
about Visual phenomenology - about how things visually appear to us - to argue about the 
nature of such experience. The present thesis IS about this methodology. It is concerned with 
visual appearance and the metaphysics of Visual experience by focussing on philosopher's use 
of the former to construct the latter. 
Importantly, a crucial assumption that underlies use of this methodology is that we have 
sufficiently good, direct and unproblematic first-person access to the visual phenomenology of 
our experiences. Claims about Visual appearance tend to be endorsed by philosophers with an 
air of pre-theoretic innocence and authority. Given the assumption about introspective access 
to Visual phenomenology, it is generally expected that one can give an honest description of 
visual appearance. Elizabeth Anscombe, for example, insists that '[t]here is such a thing as 
simply describing impressions, simply describing the sensible appearances that present 
themselves to one situated thus and so' (Anscombe 1965,173). Similarly, C. D. Broad holds 
that we can consider visual experience 'from the phenomenological point of view', by which he 
means that one can 'describe them as they appear to any unsophisticated percipient, and as 
they inevitablygo on appeafinT even to sophisticated perciplents... ' (Broad 1965b, 30). 
I think this assumption is mistaken. For one thin& I find that the particular introspection- 
based claims about Visual phenomenology put forward by philosophers in the course of their 
theonsing are usually highly doubtfifl or downright unacceptable. To i I- give you an extreme 
example, consider Paul Boghossian's and David Velleman's description of the phenomenology 
of colour expencnce: 
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When one enters a dark room and switches on a light, the colours of surrounding objects 
look as if they have been revealed, not as if they have been activated. 'Mat is, the 
dispelling of darkness looks like the drawing of a curtain from the colours of objects no 
less than from the objects themselves. If colours looked like dispositions, however, then 
they would seem to come on when illuminated, just as a lamp comes on when its switch is 
flipped. Turning on the light would seem, simultaneously, like turning on the colours; or 
perhaps it would seem like waking up the colours, just as it is seen to startle the cat. 
Conversely, when the light was extinguished, the colours would not look as if they were 
being concealed or shrouded in the ensuing darkness: rather, they would look as if they 
were becoming dormant, like the cat returning to sleep. But colours do not look like that, 
or not, at least, to us. (Boghossian and Vellernan 1997a, 85) 
I think of this as rampant use of claims about Visual phenomenology. Assuming that 
Boghossian and Velleman base their descriptions of visual appearance on first-person 
reflection on their experience, none of the descriptions impresses me as especially well suited. 
Using vocabulary such as 'concealingý and 'becoming dormant' to describe how one 
experiences colour is loaded with mood and almost lyrical interpretation of the situation. The 
appropriateness of such descriptions has as much to do with how I look at the situation as 
with how the situation looks to me. But colour does not wake up or fall asleep - why should a 
disposition to look coloured be like a cat in this respect or any other? - and darkness does not 
conceal anything in the sense of deliberately hiding something. Some serious poetic licence 
needs to be taken to describe colour experience in this manner. Clearly, this goes far beyond a 
plain description of visual phenomenology that everyone might be able to agree to. 
Now, usually philosophers do not make introspection-based claims about Visual 
phenomenology in quite this rampant way. Still, as I will show, the main claims about visual 
phenomenology that are commonly put forward in the literature are also problematic if 
considered as based purely on first-person reflection on experience. But apart from my 
objection to particular claims about Visual phenomenology found in the literature, I reject the 
assumption about first-person access to visual phenomenology on more general terms. And I 
will argue that these are reasons that cut right into the heart of the methodology mentioned 
above. 
Overall, the aim of this thesis is to undermine this methodology. First I argue against particular 
claims about visual phenomenology endorsed by users of the methodology. Then I provide a 
general objection to the methodology itself Both strands of attack show that we do not have 
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the right kind of direct unproblematic first-person access to our experiences required for the 
methodology to work. 
An introduction is not only a place to announce what one will be talking about in the pages 
following it. It is also a place to say what one will not be talking about and to warn against 
potential misunderstandings. So I want to mention here that there is a venerable tradition of 
philosophical focus on phenomenology that I will ignore entirely in this thesis. It is the work 
of the continental Phenomenolog'sts, including most prominently that of Edmund Husserl, 
Martin Heidegger and Maurice Merleau-Ponty. Instead, I concentrate on relevant work in the 
Anglo-American analytic tradition in the last hundred years or so. The reason for the exclusion 
is simply that it makes for a more manageable project. I think it would be very much 
worthwhile and illuminating to trace areas of agreement between these different traditions 
concerning their use of considerations about Visual phenomenology. But this is a project for 
another day. 
I also need to caution against a potential misunderstanding of my project. Let me emphasise 
that the critique I put forward in this thesis is not directed against any particular metaphysics of 
visual experience. Rather, it is directed against a widespread way that theory construction is 
done in this area. I aim to undermine not the conclusions put forward in the work discussed, 
but the manner in which they are reached. As we shall see, one finds users of the methodology 
I attack among advocates of all the main views of visual experience. If I am right, then, much 
influential work on visual experience is methodologically unsound. 
The title of this thesis includes the phrase 'gilding or staining the mind'. This is partly 
borrowed from Hume. In his discussion of moral motivation, Hume says that'[taste] has a 
productive faculty, and gilding or staining all natural objects with the colours, borrowed from 
the internal sentiment, raises in a manner a new creation' (Hume 1975,294). Similarly, I think 
that in basing their views about the nature of Visual experience on introspection-based claims 
about visual phenomenology, philosophers are in danger of gilding or staining the mind. This 
thesis contains my case in support of this accusation. 
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Chapter 1 
The Standard Method and Its Background 
(1) Introduction 
In this chapter I will do two things. First, I will lay out the background to my discussion 'in this 
thesis. `Ihis involves looking at some of the central terminology (section (2)) and introducing 
the main theories of the metaphysics of visual experience (section (3)). Secondly, I present the 
target of this thesis. I articulate the dominant methodology for constructing a metaphysics of 
visual experience (section (5)), having set out its main motivation in section (4). With this 
target clearly in view, I give a brief plan of attack in section (6). 
(2) Terminology and bac4round 
My prime objective in this section is to introduce and discuss some terminology relevant in 
subsequent sections and chapters. I realise that starting out with a section on terminolou does 
not sound very exciting. But unfortunately the vocabulary in this area causes much mischief. A 
good deal of disputes are exacerbated by confusion about what is meant by the central terms. 
Issues become much more tractable if one is clear right from the beginning about one's 
terminology. So, I insist that a certain amount of time needs to be spend on it. In this section, 
then, I concentrate on terminology involving three notions central to the discussion in this 
thesis: experience, phenomenal character and introspection. 
Experience 
Walking along the beach on a fine day is truly pleasant. One feels the sun warming one's skin, 
one smells the seaweed and can almost taste salty air, one hears the cry of the seagulls and sees 
a fishing boat sail across the horizon. Touching, smelling, tastin& hearing and seeing are all 
different ways in which we are sensitive to our environment. A common way to think of them 
is in terms of senses: we have five senses, namely touch, smell, taste, hearing and sight. The 
senses are different ways in which we acquire information - or misinformation - about our 
environment. On a given occasion of receiving information via the senses, something is 
happening in the sensing subject. For instance, it appears to the subject as if the air tastes salty; 
it appears to her as if the seagulls cry; etc. In receiving sensory information the subject is thus 
aware of her environment; the latter appears to her. In cases like this, subjects have what are 
standardly called sensog a>peiiences. 
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Let me briefly mention some qualifications concerning the term 'experience'. One might hold 
that the term 'experience' covers a much wider range of phenomena, such as moods and 
emotions. Seeing the Eiffel Tower when cheerful and seeing it when distressed (assuming 
everything else to remain the same) would therefore count as different types of experience. But 
here I am interested only in sensog experience, i. e. experience relevant to sense perception. 
Even given this restriction, however, one might hold that a subject has only one experience at 
any one time. On this view , all the 
different senses, if active, contribute to a single experience 
composed of the total of sensory appearings the subject has at that time. Strolling along the 
beach a subject might have an experience of tasting salty air, hearing seagulls cry, touching 
sand under her feet and smelling seaweed. Although perfectly respectable, I take a different 
view from such an all-inclusive one. My preferred view has the different senses associated with 
different kinds of experience. This is because in this thesis I am concerned with just one sort 
of sensory experience, namely that associated with sight - i. e. tisual e. %pefience. 
Other kinds of sensory experience are auditory experience (hearing), haptic experience (touch) 
and olfactory experience (taste and smell). For those who can see, visual experience is almost 
certainly the dominant kind of experience, the one that is relied on most as a source of 
information about one's environment. It is also probably the most investigated of all sensory 
experience. From now on, I concentrate solely on visual experience, even though I will 
sometimes on-ýt the qualifier 'Visual'. If I want to talk about experience other than visual 
experience I will say so explicitly. 
A typical visual experience is when one visually perceives something. Suppose you are visiting 
Paris and you stand in front of the Eiffel Tower. Perceiving, like seeing is a success verb. You 
cannot perceive the Eiffel Tower if the Eiffel Tower is not there, in the perceptually salient 
environment. The Eiffel Tower also has to be related to your experience in the right sort of 
way. Many philosophers hold that this is a causal relation, i. e. that one cannot perceive some 
object o without o being there in the perceptually salient environment causing the experience in 
the right sort of way. ' But this is not the only way to cash out the idea that the object perceived 
has to be related to one's experience in the right sort of way. Some hold, for instance, that the 
relation is primitive and literally includes the object in question. I call visual experiences that 
afford one's perception of objects (tisual) peffeptions or (zisual) perceptual e%periences. However, one 
I 'Caused in the right sort of way' is meant to rule out deviant causes. By claiming that there is such a causal 
condition, one is not necessarily putting forward a causal analysis of visual experience. 
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can have a visual experience about an object without there being any such object in the 
perceptually salient environment relating to the experience in the right sort of way. Under the 
influence of certain drugs or diseases, for example, people are known to have visual 
experiences even when they do not perceive anything. I call these kinds of experiences (zisual) 
halludnations or (zisual) ballu6inatog eVeiiences. 
One does not just experience objects as bare particulars; one experiences them as having 
certain properties. One's experience has attributive elements. For example, when one has a 
visual experience of a cat one does not simply experience a particular object. Rather, if 
conditions are right, one experiences it as a cat. In the event, one's experience is as of a cat. I 
use the locutions 'an experience as of` and 'experiencing something as something' to talk about 
the sensory information (or misinformation) provided by the experience. It captures what 
visually appears to the subject in virtue of having the experience. 
The important contrast is this: a subject might have an experience of a cat without it being an 
experience as of a cat. Suppose you are wandering around the neighbourhood at dusk and you 
see an animal cross the street. You are excited because you believe that you have just seen one 
of the elusive urban foxes. As it happens, what you saw was in fact a cat, but because of 
strange lighting conditions and funny angles the animal visually appeared to be a fox. In this 
case, you had an experience of some animal that was in fact a cat. But you were experiencing it 
as -a fox. So, the experience was as of a fox (and not as of a cat). 
Note that this kind of mistake can only occur when the experience is perceptual- Obviously, it 
does not make sense to say that one has a hallucinatory experience of a cat but it IS as of a fOX-2 
We can, and commonly do, make a distinction between those perceptual experiences where 
there is and those where there is not a mistake of the kind just mentioned. The former are 
Perz&cal (tisual) perceptual e4enences or vendical (tisual) perceptions. If one has a vendical perception 
as of a cat then there is a cat that one perceives. When one misperceiVes a cat for a fox, one 
ptual e%perience or an (zisual) iLlusion. An illusion is a defective perceptual has an iLlusog (tisual)perre 
experience: although one does perceive something, one misperceives some of its sensible 
properties. 
21 dunk the distinction between illusions and hallucinations may be vague, though. Consider delusory experiences 
, g. 
A boy with a high fever has a delusive experience as of the Grim of the kind described in Goethe's ErLkoeni 
Reaper caused by gnarled trees. I am inclined to think of such experiences as extreme illusions. But it is not 
implausible to hold that the boy hallucinates. 
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This is a good place to clarify my use of a host of terms which one commonly finds employed 
in this context, most prominently 'intentionality' and 'aboutness'. Many people hold that it is 
an essential part of experiences that they are directed at something, or that they are about 
something. For experience to have aboutness IS for it to provide the experiencing subject With 
information (or misinformation) about something. The sense of information provision I have 
in mind is an immediate sense, which does not include any deferred information. So, in a case 
where one sees that the queen is home because one sees the flag on top of Buckingham Palace, 
the queen's being home is not information immediately provided by the experience. 
Experience shares this feature with other mental states. For example, a belief is essentially a 
belief about some state of affairs, such as the belief that Havana is the capital of Cuba. In 
having this belief the subject is in possession of information about something (i. e. the state of 
affairs that Havana is the capital of Cuba). Brentano (1973) is often credited with the original 
thesis that aLl mental phenomena have this feature of aboutness. He called it 'intentionality' and 
he held that it characterises mental phenomena essentially, that it is 'the mark of the mental' 
(see Crane 1998). The term has become popular among philosophers to refer to the aboutness 
of mental phenomena. Not everyone agrees with Brentano's claim that intentionality is an 
essential feature of the mental, though. Bodily sensations such as pain states and emotions are 
often thought to be exceptions? 
However, 'intentionality' or 'Intentional' are also commonly used to talk about a particular way 
to account for the aboutness of experience. This is a theory of the nature of experience that 
holds that experience is similar to propositional attitudes, such as beliefs and desires. I will set 
out this view in section (3), along with the other main views of the nature of experience. In 
order to avoid confusion, I will reserve the terms 'intentionality' and 'intentional' for talk about 
the theory of experience just mentioned, and not use them in the more general sense I outlined 
in the previous paragraph. Instead, to capture this general sense in which experience is about 
something, I will say that experience has suýiect-matter or aboutness. On my usage, the idea of 
subject-matter of experience is not prejudiced in any way. To say that experience has subject- 
matter is not yet to say anything about how it is best charactensed or what nature it has. It is 
3 See Crane 1998 and 2001, for discussion of Brentano's diesis and for arguments that intentionality is the 
essential feature of all and only mental states. (On the latter issue, see also Tye 1995. ) Among the dissenting 
voices are, e. g. Searle 1983 and McGinn 1982. 
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merely to refer to the information immediately provided by, or contained in, experience, 
whatever It JS. 
4 
Phenomenal character 
Visual experience is discussed in many different areas of philosophy, as for instance in the 
context of debates about the mind-body problem and about perceptual knowledge. I will say a 
little more about this in the next section. In many of these debates, a considerable bulk of the 
discussion is focussed on a certain aspect of experience: that it manifests phenomenology, or 
phenomena] consciousness. 5This aspect is somewhat peculiar in that, on the one hand, most 
theorists agree that experience has it, yet, on the other hand, giving a general gloss on what it is 
appears to be far from straightforward. There are various attempts at articulation that are often 
no better than verbal gesturing. 6 For this reason, it is worth setting out the main strands 
underlying this notion of phenomena] consciousness. 
A common starting point is Thomas Nagel's thought that conscious experience is a suýieaive 
phenomenon. An experience provides the subject undergoing the experience with a point of 
view on something, specifically, with the first personal point of view. So, for instance, when 
having an experience as of the Eiffel Tower, a subject is thereby visually presented with the 
Eiffel Tower from the first person perspective. This subjective aspect is responsible for 
experiences having a distinctive kind of character. Nagel (1974) expressed this by saying that 
when one has an experience, there is something it is like for the subject to undergo that 
experience. This somewhat cumbersome phrase - what experience is like for one - has 
become common currency since. 7 Another way in which it is often spelled out involves the 
41 am simply stipulating this neutral use of the term 'subject-matter'. There are some who would disagree with me 
that talk of subject-matter of experience can be neutral in this way. See, perhaps, Martin 1998. The term 'content' 
is also sometimes used for the aboutness of experience. However, here, too, one finds application of this term in 
a much more restricted way, assuming the particular theory of the nature of experience mentioned above (as, e. g. 
in Byme 2001). Again, to avoid confusion I will refrain from employing the term 'contene in a more general sense 
and reserve it for its more restricted use. 
5 While mental phenomena other than experience certainly can be conscious, it is a matter of dispute whether 
phenomenology is exclusive to experience. See e. g. Block 1997,380; Crane 2001,71-72 for more inclusive views. 
In this thesis I do not take a stand on this question. 
6 Maybe that is not so peculiar. Galen Strawson clearly does not think so: 'Consider a human being persisting 
through time. Consider this portion of reality and ask what it contains. It certainly contains experiential 
phenomena, by which I mean all the phenomena of consciousness or conscious experience, whose reality I take 
for granted and in no need of laborious definition for the present purposes. .. - Personalized ostensive 
definition 
will do: one says to each reader, "You know what it is like from your own case, as you bum your finger, listen to 
Beethoven, give birth, and so on. "' Strawson 1994,67 and footnote 1,85. 
Nagel 1974. See also Block 1980,278; Chalmers 1996,4; Loar 1997,597; Levine 2001,3-4. Farrell 1950 is 
sometimes said to have been the first to mention what-it-is-like properties. This is true in a certain sense, see in 
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idea of quality: phenomenal consciousness is thought to concern qua&afive aspects of 
experience. Such aspects relate to how the subject experiences what she experiences. For 
example, when having an experience as of the Eiffel Tower, one might ask how it is for the 
subject to experience the Eiffel Tower. Again, qualitative aspects of experience are thought to 
be responsible for the character of experience. 
Hence, these two ideas - subjectivity and quality - both tend to be used in elucidation of the 
notion of phenomenal consciousness. Experience is said to be phenomenally conscious in that 
it has 'some immediate subjective "feel"', 'some distinctive experiential quality', some 
cqualitative content2. a 'raw feel', and so forth. 8 The phrase wbat e-%perience is §kefor one is meant 
to pick out the experience's suýiective or quaktafive character. The three phrases are usually used 
interchangeably. 
But one might legitimately wonder whether there are not really two what-it-is-like aspects of 
experience, corresponding to the two ideas, subjectivity and quality. The thought would be that 
one what-it-ts-like aspect concerns the perspectival aspect of experience: the character of 
experience involves the subjective point of view. 'Mhe fact that an organism has conscious 
experience at aLl means, basically, that there is something it is like to be that organism. ' (Nagel 
1974,436) The other what-it-is-like aspect concerns the quality of what the experience 
presents to one. 'rI]he "phenomenal features" of feelings, sensations, and perceptual states: 
the felt features of pains and itches that make them (so one wants to say) the kinds of 
sensations they are, the distinctive feature of a visual experience of redness that determines 
"what it is like" to see red and distinguishes this from what it IS Eke to see green, blue, yellow, 
and so on. ' (Shoemaker 1994,57) Are these perhaps distinct aspects of experience? 
Jackson (1990) seems to think so. He proposes the following distinction between two kinds of 
what-it-is-like aspect. He says the first kind concerns the subjective point of view of a single 
experiencing individual. It cannot be known by anyone other than by the individual subject 
herself. The other kind, however, is a special quality of experience that can only be known by 
particular p. 185; indeed it is astonishing how much of Nagel 1974 and Jackson's knowledge argument Gackson 
1990) are anticipated here. But on the other hand, Farrell only discusses the idea of what it is like to be, e. g. a 
Martian in terms of a possible objection to his view - he proceeds to dismiss such ideas as in the end senseless. 
I See Tye 1995,3. Fodor 1994,36. Shoemaker 1980,25 1. 
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anyone who undergoes that kind of experience I do not think that this is a successful way to 
make out a difference between the two what-it-ts-like aspects. It involves radicalising Nagel's 
thought so that points of view are individuated at the level of the individual subject. However, 
one might hold a less fine-grained conception of points of view, one that individuates at the 
level of species, for instance. While I might never know what it is like to be you as an 
individual, I do know what it is like to be the kind of creature that you are, for I am one of 
them myself. I think this is much more in line with what Nagel had in mind. By the same 
token, it would be equally possible to hold a radicalised version of the second what-it-is-like 
aspect, so that the same type of experience can only be undergone by one individual. 10 
Perhaps a distinction can be made out this way. Note, that it is easier to think of the first what- 
it-is-like aspect as something that different kinds of conscious mental phenomena have in 
common. Any conscious state, be it experience, belief, desire, etc., involves a crucial measure 
of subjectivity, i. e. that there is something it is like to be a creature undergoing that state. This, 
it seems to me, is not true of the second what-it-is-like aspect. It is easier to think of it as kind- 
or mode-specific. For each kind of conscious mental phenomenon it has its unique qualitative 
what-it-is-like-for-one aspects, if it has them at all. E. g. visual experience has what-it-is-visually- 
like aspects, belief might have what-it-is-believingly-like aspects, etc. Thus, conscious mental 
kinds always share a subjective character, but, if they have qualitative character at all, the latter 
differs from kind to kind. 
Be this as it may, I will not commit myself to a full-blown distinction here. In this thesis I will 
assume that visual experience has both subjective and qualitative aspects but I shafi treat them 
as aspects of a single what-it-IS-like notion. However, this does not mean that I hold that they 
are equivalent aspects either. They might be separate ingredients in what experience is like. At 
any rate, when I speak of what experience is like, or what-it-is-like aspects, I mean a notion 
that comprises both of them. But it will sometimes turn out to be useful to shift emphasis 
between perspectival and qualitative aspects of the character of experience. 
9 'When I complained that all the physical knowledge about Fred was not enough to tell us what his special color 
experience was like, I was not explaining that we weren't finding out what it is like to be Fred. I was complaining 
that there is something about his experience, a property of it, of which we were left ignorant And if and when we 
come to know what this property is we still will not know what it is like to be Fred... No amount of knowledge 
about Fred, be it physical or not, amounts to knowledge "from the inside" considering Fred. 'Jackson 1990,473. 
10 Indeed, it was similar worries about private qualitative aspects of beliefs that drove Frege 1956 to distinguish 
between ideas and thoughts and conceive of the latter as abstract but public objects, while holding the former to 
be private mental properties. See also Friedman 1990 for discussion of this issue. 
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Importantly, though, what-it-is-like aspects are said to be essential to the mental episode in 
question-" That there is something it is like to enjoy the episode is part of what makes it the 
episode it is. 
The what-it-is-like aspects of visual experience constitute its pbenomenal Cbaracter. Accordingly, 
visual phenomenal character is usually explained with this equivalence: 
Visual phenomenal character = what it is like to have a visual experience 
A subject who reflects on the phenomenal character of a given visual experience reflects on 
how things strike her in having that experience. Let me give you a simple example. Suppose I 
see a green cup on a table in front of me. I turn my attention to what it is like to have that 
experience. So introspecting, I come to have beliefs about the phenomenal character of my 
experience. Suppose I then articulate such beliefs. Introspective reports on phenomenal 
character may be expressed in different but equally acceptable ways. 'It seems to me as if there 
is a green cup on a table'; 'it sensibly appears to me as if there is a green cup on a table' or 'it 
looks to me as if there is a green cup on a table' are all locutions one might use. In this thesis I 
will mainly confine myself to the latter one and I will talk of look-asmýfions to cover such 
introspection-based reports. 
Introspection 
The basic picture of introspection I work with has three parts. First, there is the object of 
introspection. It is the mental episode (or aspect thereoý under introspective investigation. 
Second, there is the output of introspection. It is the result of introspective enquiry. In the 
normal case, this is a belief about the object of introspection. And third, there is the 
introspective process itself. It is whatever activity leads to the output from the object of 
introspection. In the case of central concern, the object of introspection is the phenomenal 
character of visual experience; and the output of introspection is belief about such character. 
This characterisation of introspection is meant to be as general as possible. It is consistent with 
various views, e. g. Armstrongý s perceptual model of introspection, or Shoemaker's 
constitutive view. According to Armstrong, introspection is like inner sense experience, the 
11 See e. g. references cited in footnote 7. 
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mind becomes aware of its own states by quasi-perceptually encountering them in 
introspection (Armstrong 1968,323-7). Shoemaker, on the other hand, holds that there is a 
conceptual and constitutive connection between object and output of introspection 
(Shoemaker 1996b, Lecture 1ý. The details of accounts of introspection do not matter very 
much in this thesis. Where they do I will provide the necessary particulars. 
Another issue needs to be discussed at this point. It concerns our introspective knowledge, or 
perhaps more carefully, our introspective awareness of phenomenal character. I want to point 
out d-iat there is no uniform view as to whether such awareness of phenomenal character is a 
special or an everyday sort of awareness. Armstrong makes a distinction between types of 
introspective consciousness that is akin to what I have in mind. 
Sometimes a distinction is drawn between mere 'reflex' consciousness, which is normally 
always present while we are awake..., and consciousness of a more explicit, self-conscious 
sort. ... [qntrospective consciousness normally only 
has a watching brief with respect to our 
mental states. Only sometimes do we careful scrutinize our own current state of mind. 
(Armstrong 1997,725). 
Armstrong holds that there are two ways in which one can be introspectively aware of one's 
own mental states and episodes. The first is an everyday sort of way which under normal 
circumstances accompanies all of our conscious first-order mental states. It IS what one lacks 
when one 'spaces out' and continues an activity on auto-pilot. Armstrong gives the example of 
long-distance driving to show the contrast. Most drivers Will be familiar with the feeling of 
suddenly 'coming to' and realiSing that one has been driving for a while without really being 
aware of it. Before coming to, one did not have a certain kind of self-awareness of what one 
was doing. just this self-awareness is what Armstrong means by 'reflex introspective 
awareness'. He rightly points out that this is an everyday sort of awareness; under normal 
circumstances, reflex introspective awareness always has a 'watching brief' over our 
experiences. However, there is also a more special introspective awareness that occurs when 
one makes a deliberate effort to scrutinise one's mental states and episodes. In this case one is 
not simply self-aware of what one is doing in the first everyday sense, but one is carefully 
attending to one's mental states in a special way. Armstrong suggests we might call this special 
kind of introspective awareness 'introspection proper'. 
With this distinction in mind, let us now consider again the idea of introspective awareness of 
phenomena] character. Two questions i-nmediately arise. Firstly, does the distinction apply to 
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our introspective awareness of what experience is like, i. e. are there two ways in which we can 
be introspectively aware of phenomena] character? Secondly, we might ask which kind of 
introspective awareness philosophers have in mind when the ask us to introspect what 
experience is like. This becomes pressing especially if the answer to the first question is 
affirmative. 
Now, I think that the first question certainly permits of a positive answer. On the one hand, it 
is plausible to hold that when having conscious experiences, there is normally some 
phenomenal awareness present. Without it one would be in the position of the spaced-out 
long-distance driver and not really knowing what one is doing or seeing. One's awareness of 
what experience is like in this sense is a routine concomitant of normal first-order experience. 
On the other hand, it is also not unreasonable to think that there is a more specific way of 
introspecting what experience is like. To really focus on phenomenal character itself takes a 
special episten-dc effort. So Armstrong's distinction applies straightforwardly to introspective 
awareness of what experience is like. Such awareness is either an everyday introspective 
awareness or a special introspective awareness. 
As to the second question, most philosophers are not clear about which kind of introspective 
awareness they are talking about. Both views can be found in the literature. Tye, for instance, 
can be interpreted to have elements of both. When one looks at the details of his account of 
introspection it seems plausible to attribute the everyday introspective awareness View to him. 
He holds that introspective awareness is awareness that an experience with a given phenomena] 
character is occurrin& and not awareness of an experience and its character in the sense that 
one is aware of objects and properties in the world. It is by being experientially aware of things 
and their properties in the outside world, that one is introspectively aware of phenomenal 
character. Tye claims that this introspective process is automatic: it is 'a reliable process that 
triggers the application of a suitable [recognifional] phenomenal concept' to our awareness of 
properties in the world. On Tye's view, then, introspection involves neither a process of inner 
scanning or attention, nor a process of reasoning or inference. He says that it is often the case 
that we come to recognise what experience is like without this involving a special conscious act 
(Tye 2000,52-3). On the basis of all this it seems as if Tye would be attracted to the everyday 
kind of introspective awareness of phenomenal character. 
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In other places, though, Tye provides explicit instructions to the reader to scrutinise their own 
states. 'Focus your attention on the scene before your eyes and on how things look to you. (... ) 
If you are attending to how things look to you, as opposed to how they are independent of how 
they look, you are bringing to bear your faculty of introspection. ' (Tye 2000,45 and 46) 
Considering these instructions, his view here seems closer to the view that introspective 
awareness requires some special epistemic effort. At least, there is some implication that the 
faculty of introspection is not always brought to bear as a matter of course. 
Certainly, none of these examples are conclusive evidence for either view and it is not clear 
which of them Tye would prefer in the end. More genet-ally, I think that philosophers are not 
uniform in their views with respect to introspective awareness. So, some think that 
introspective awareness of phenomenal character usually, or perhaps even always, comes with 
the occurrence of visual experience. Others instead hold that it always involves a special 
episternic effort, where this might be something that we don't ordinarily do when having visual 
experiences. Some are not even clear which of these views they hold. Given this ambivalent 
attitude, it might be reasonable to ask whether their different assumptions about introspective 
awareness make a difference with respect to their introspection-based beliefs about 
phenomenal character. I will discuss this some more in chapter (2). 
This concludes the presentation and discussion of some of the basic terminology. In the next 
section I will set out the last major piece of background. I will provide a brief introduction to, 
and an overview of, the main theories of the metaphysics of visual experience. 
(3) Th emc taphysics of ids ual exp eiien ce 
If one looks at the history of the philosophy of perception and visual experience in the last 
hundred years, it becomes clear that philosophers have been very interested in visual 
experience throughout this time. A variety of philosophical motivations have prompted such 
interest, though. For instance, in the beginning of the last century, philosophers debated about 
the nature of experience primarily with a view to understanding its role in epistemology. 
Questions about perceptual knowledge and scepticism dominated the agenda. Three main 
camps determined the battleground: idealist Views, direct realist views, and indirect realist 
views. The former consists most notably of defenders of phenomenalism and logical 
positivism (see e. g. Ayer 1936; Schlick 1979; Carnap 1967). In the direct realist camp one finds 
representatives of the Oxford Realist school, such as Cook Wilson (1926); Pritchard (1909) 
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and Austin (1962). The third, indirect realist camp, is populated largely by members of the 
Carnbridge sense datum tradition (see e. g. Russell 1912, Moore 1913-14 and Price 1932). There 
is also more recent epistemology-driven interest in visual experience, pursued by, for instance, 
McDowell (1994) and Brewer (1999). A case can be made, though, that this recent interest is in 
fact part of the tradition of the Oxford Realists, especially via the influence of Austin (Marion 
2000a and 2000b). 
In the second half of last century and today a lot of the main focus has shifted to the 
philosophy of mind. The topic of visual experience is discussed mainly in the context of 
worries about materialism about the mind. Specifically, the question is whether materialism can 
accommodate phenomenal consciousness (e. g. Nagel 1974; Hill 1991; Tye 2000; Levine 2001; 
Papineau 2002). Related to this main worry are questions about how one might spell out and 
account for the difference between experience and other mental states, whether animals have 
the same experiences that we do, etc., (Peacocke 1983,1992; Crane 1992; McDowell 1994; 
Carruthers 1998). 
Although not as popular, another well-known philosophical interest in visual experience comes 
from metaphysics. According to some, perceptual experience holds the key to certain 
metaphysical notions. The classic example is P. F. Strawson's project of descriptive 
metaphysics, which includes an investigation into the notions of space and objectivity via the 
concept of experience (Strawson 1959,1966). 
In short, visual experience is much discussed in, and perhaps may be thought to lie at the 
intersection of, epistemology, philosophy of mind, and metaphysics. In all these different areas 
one finds philosophers engaged in the project of constructing a theory of the nature, or the 
metaphysics of experience. What are they all aiming to accomplish when they give a 
metaphysics of Visual experience? As a general gloss we might say they are attempting to 
specify the basic ontological ingredients of Visual experience. What makes for a 'basic 
ontological ingredient' is in some respects relative to one's explanatory aiM. Such explanatory 
aims can and do vary - we have just seen that philosophers are interested in experience 
for 
many different reasons. But despite their different interests, one can reasonably expect there to 
be a rough overall agreement among philosophers as to what would count as a candidate for a 
basic ontological ingredient. 'niey all wonder whether perceptual experience decomposes into 
explanatorily significant parts or whether it is a single, unanalysable state. Is visual experience 
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built from a relation, and if so, what is this relation and what sorts of entities are its relata? Or 
maybe visual experience is built from a kind of monadic property, and if so what sort of 
property IS it? As these questions suggest, then, in giving the metaphysics of experience, 
philosophers aim to expose the general structure and composition of this mental phenomenon. 
So, how should the metaphysics of experience be constructed -what are the basic ontological 
ingredients of visual experience? There are many different theories of the metaphysics of 
experience but there is no need to list them all here. Four basic positions determine the space 
of views on offer. 
The -first position holds that experience is built from a relation between a subject of experience 
and a special sensory object, a 'sense datum. This is the Sense Datum Theog. The relation in 
question is often called 'acquaintance' (coined by Russell 1912) or 'direct apprehension' 
(coined by Moore 1953). It is held to afford direct awareness of the object of experience, that 
is, Sense Datum Theory says that when one has an experience one is directly aware of a special 
object and its properties. Suppose a normally sighted subject is looking at a nPe tomato. 
According to Sense Datum Theory, the subject is directly aware of a red and round sense 
datum. t2 
The precise nature of these sense data or special sensory objects may vary according to 
different versions of Sense Datum Theory and here I treat this category as a motley one, 
comprehending very different kinds of object, including private, mental, abstract or immaterial 
objects. A common. view IS that sense data are internal, private and subjective objects. In other 
words, sense data exist only when one is directly aware of them and no two people can be 
directly aware of one and the same sense datum. (Ironically, this conception is particularly 
prevalent among those critical of Sense Datum 'Ibeory; see for instance Austin 1962). Moore 
called this the 'accepted view' of sense data and at first endorsed it. Later he came to abandon 
this view and held that some sense data at least exist when they are not apprehended. 13 What 
different views of sense data share, however, is that they say that all we are directly aware of in 
experience are sense data and they are not part of ordinary material objects. (This needs to be 
qualified somewhat because some Logical Positivists, like Camap, or early Phenomenalists, like 
12 For defenders of Sense Datum Theory see e. g. Russell 1912, Price 1932, Jackson 1977 and Robinson 1994. 
13 See Moore 1953,40-4 for his early view of sense data. (These are his collected lectures from the years 1910-11) 
See Moore 1913-14 for his change of mind on the subject See also Russell 1914 for a view similar to later Moore. 
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Berkeley regarded material objects as constructions out of sensory information. But I think this 
is largely a terminological issue: what Sense Data Theorists have 'in common is that sense data 
are not identical to ordinary MInd-independent matenal objects. ) 
Note that defenders of Sense Datum Theory generally hold their view to be true of all types of 
experience, perceptual and non-perceptual. The idea is that vendical perception, illusion and 
hallucination are all acquaintance relations between the subject and assorted sense data. Thus a 
veridical visual experience as of something red and round and a matching hallucination (by 
'matching' I mean indistinguishable from the subject's point of view) are both accounted for in 
terms of the subject being acquainted with a red and round sense datum. The difference 
between a veridical experience and a hallucinatory experience is usually dealt with in terms of 
different causal relations obtaining between the mental component in common between them 
and external states of affairs. The important point is that this view assumes that all types of 
experience, if they are matching, share an explanatorily significant common mental 
component: the nature of all three of them have something important in common. For this 
reason, Sense Datum Theory, and any view Eke it in this respect, is often called a 'common 
factor view'. 
The second position - Intentiona&m - says that experience is a kind of mental representation. 
According to this view, experience is individuated by appeal to intentional or representational 
properties. These are properties which are themselves individuated by reference to objects and 
properties whose presence would make the experience vendical. In other words, intentional 
properties specify conditions under which experience is correct. In virtue of having properties 
in this way extrinsically individuated, an experience comes to represent a state of affairs 
composed of those objects and properties by reference to which the correctness condition is 
specified. Thus, a subject's experience as of a tomato would have properties that are 
individuated by reference to red tomatoes. The experience thereby comes to represent a 
tomato. Intentionalism says that in such a case one is directly aware of what is represented by 
the experience, namely a red tomato. Importantly, though, one is not directly aware of what 
does the representing, i. e. the experience itself (the vehicle of content). 14 
14 For proponents of Intentionalism. see e. g. Tye 1992,1995,2000, Harman 1990, Dretske 1995, Crane 2001, and 
Byrne 2001. This type of view is also referred to as Repnsentafiona#sm. See Crane 1995, for discussion of the notion 
of representation. Intentionalists differ as to whether representational content is individuated with respect to 
tomato properties, tomato surfaces, etc. Moreover, there is disagreement as to whether representational content is 
general or particular. For discussion see Soteriou 2000 and Martin 2002a. 
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Like Sense Datum Theory, Intentionalism is a common factor view. It says that all types of 
experience are individuated by appeal to intentional properties. A vendical experience as of a 
tomato and a matching hallucination are both thought to share the sarne type of mental 
component: intentional content. In both cases it is accounted for in terms of intentional 
properties that are individuated by reference to a tomato. In other words, an experience can 
represent a state of affairs in absence of that state of affairs actually obtaining. Again, the 
shared component is explanatorily significant and hence makes for a common factor in the 
nature of the three types of experiences. 
Recall that in the previous section I mentioned that the terms 'content' and 'intentionality' 
were often used in the context of a particular theory of visual experience. I had in mind 
Intentionalism. Defenders of this view say that the subject-matter of experience is what is 
represented by the experience and they hold that it is exclusively and exhaustively accounted 
for in terms of intentional properties. 15 They call it the 'intentional contene or the 
crepresentational content' of experience. I will use the terms 'content' and 'intentional' or 
cintentionality' only in the context of discussing Intentionalism to mean a subject-matter of 
experience accounted for in terms of intentional properties. 
The third position holds that experience is individuated by appeal to non-intentional 
properties. These properties are not themselves individuated by reference to objects and 
properties which determine correctness conditions for the experience. In having them, an 
experience does not represent anything to the subject; rather, when one has such an experience 
one is directly aware of its non-intentional properties and hence of the experience itself. A 
defender of this view would say that the subject's experience as of the red tomato has certain 
non-intentional 'reddish' properties and in reflecting on this experience the subject is directly 
aware of them. Some liken this situation to being aware of the paint of a picture (instead of, or 
in addition to, what the picture is a picture oý and consequently, non-intentional properties are 
sometimes called 'mental paint properties'. In line with this, let us call this view the 'Mental 
Paint Viený. Most defenders tend not to claim that experience has only non-intentional or 
mental paint properties. Usually they hold it in combination with some form of Intentionalism 
15 Wiat is represented by experience' is a slippery phrase. It may be used to refer to either the intentional content 
or to the state of affairs that makes this content true. Suppose for instance that a subject has an experience as of a 
blue matchbox before her. The intentional content of the experience is that a blue matchbox is before her. What 
would make this content true is the state of affairs of a matchbox being before the subject. 
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(e. g. Block 1995 and Peacocke 1983). A view called AdverbiaUsm - the view that experiences are 
just sensory modifications of the mind in response to being causally affected by the world - is 
closer to the exclusive view but very much out of fashion (e. g. Chisholm 1966 and Tye 1984). 
Non-intentional properties are sometimes called 'Intrinsic properties' (e. g. Levine 1995). 1 
prefer not to do so because 'intrinsic' has other important uses in philosophy as well. For 
instance, intrinsic is often taken to mean narrow, i. e. not dependent on anything outside the 
subject's head (e. g. Segal 2000). But a narrow property may easily be an intentional one. For 
example, a property of experience may represent itself, or some other property of the 
experience. Another popular expression for non-intentional property is the term of art 'quale' 
or 'qualia' for the plural. Again, there are different uses. It is true that philosophers often have 
in mind non-intentional properties when they talk about qualia. But 'qualia' is also sometimes 
used merely as a synonym for what-It-Is-like properties, where this does not yet specify any 
particular account of them. So, to be clear about the contrast between Intentionalism and the 
Mental Paint View, I will stick to talk of intentional versus non-intentional or mental paint 
properties. 
The Mental Paint View is also a common factor view. It says that all types of experience are 
individuated, partly or wholly, by appeal to mental paint properties. A veridical experience as 
of a tomato and a matching haHucination are both taken to have certain 'reddish' mental paint 
properties. Again, the mental component IS thought to be the same across types of experience 
and it represents a common factor among these experiences. One can be in the same 
experiential state - one with these ontological ingredients - regardless of whether one is 
veridically perceiving, hallucinating or having an illusion. Extrinsic relations between the 
mental component and the subject's environment take care of the difference between them. 
Lastly, the fourth position - Naive Reaksm - claims that non-hallucinatory experience is built 
from an acquaintance relation between the subject and ordinary rrUnd-independent objects. In 
experience, the mind is thought to reach out all the way to include the objects and proper-ties 
in the world. Hence, in the case of the tomato-experience, if veridical, the experience includes 
the tomato itself. Naive Realists say that when one has such an experience one is directly aware 
of ordinary objects and their properties (i. e. of the red tomato 'in our example). 
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Now, of course, Naive Realism yields a metaphysics of experience only for vendical 
perceptions. But what about the other kinds of experience, illusions and hallucinations? In 
response, proponents of Naive Realism espouse an overall disjunctive view of experience. 
Di#unaidsm rejects the idea that non-hallucinatory experience shares explanatorily significant 
ontological ingredients with hallucinatory experience and allows for separate accounts to be 
given of each type of experience. It denies that all types of experience have part of their nature 
in common and it is therefore not a common factor VleW. 16 
These four positions on the nature of experience - Sense Datum Theory, IntentionaliSm, the 
Mental Paint View and Naive Realism/Disjunctivism - represent the main choices available. 
They are not mutually exclusive, however. I mentioned already that the Mental Paint View is 
usually held in conjunction with an Intentionalist view. Another example of a mixed position 
from the literature is the Intentional Trope View (Sturgeon 2000), a combination of Sense 
Datum View and Intentionalism. One might also combine Disjunctivism with other views that 
are standardly common factor views, for example one might hold that veridical experience 
ought to be given an Intentionalist metaphysics, while hallucinatory experience has to be 
accounted for in terms of one' s acquaintance with sense data. The possibilities are endless. Of 
course, they need to be adequately motivated to represent genuinely plausible proposals for a 
view of the metaphysics of experience. 
Considerations that play a role in motivating positions 'include basic metaphysical 
commitments or preferences, such as materialism or dualism. They also include diverse 
explanatory tasks. For instance, one important explanatory task of a theory of the nature of 
experience is often captured in terms of the argument from illusion, or the indistinguishability 
of the different types of experience from the subject's point of view. An adequate theory has 
to be able to account for this indistinguishability. Many philosophers hold that it is part of the 
phenomenology of visual experience. That IS, according to them, it is part of what experience 
is like that one cannot distinguish a veridical perception from a matching hallucination. This 
thought strongly motivates a common factor view. (Others disagree, though. They hold that 
subjective indistinguishability is not a phenomenological feature but an epistemic one. It 
11 For defenders of Naive Realism and Dislunctivism see e. g. Hinton 1973, McDowell 1982,1986,1994, Putnam 
1994 and Martin 2002b, forthcoming. There IS some disagreement among Dislunctivists as to where the illusion 
disjunct goes. Compare e. g. Hinton and McDowell. 
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therefore is not a reflection of a common nature but of our inability to make certain 
discnminations among our own mental states (e. g. Brewer 1999,229-30). ) 
In the next two sections I will show that considerations about the phenomenology of Visual 
experience are generally held to form a powerful constraint on theonsing about experience and 
that this conception gives rise to the dominant methodology for constructing a metaphysics of 
expenence. 
(4) Phenomena] Adequacy and Introspective Access 
In the previous section we saw that Philosophical work on visual experience has been - and 
still is - motivated by a variety of interests. Moreover, we saw that there are very different 
accounts of the nature of experience on offer. Nonetheless, we can discern a guiding thought 
in almost all these philosophical approaches to the metaphysics of experience. It is that an 
adequate account of experience must be true to its phenomenology, that it must 'do justice to 
the phenomenology'. 17 I call this the 'Phenomenal Adequacy' requirement: 
(PA) A metaphysics of visual expenence must be true to visual phenomenology. 
This is a widely accepted requirement. David Armstrong, for instance, claims that what it is 
visually like for one is indeterminate in detail. So if there is indeterminacy in how things look, 
he argues, an account of experience better not have the phenomenological upshot that things 
look determinate. 
T'he classical case is that of the speckled hen. I may be able to see that it has quite a number 
of speckles, but unable to see exactly how many speckles it has. 'ne hen has a definite 
number of speckles, but die perception is a perception of an indeterminate number of 
speckles. However, this indeterminacy is present in perception generally ... 18 
It Is not so clear what (PA) exactly comes to, though. Note first that one's reading of (PA) 
admits of different strengths. A minimal and very weak reading is that an adequate account of 
experience must merely respect phenomenal character. Ibis is a purely negative requirement. 
17 'flIiS latter phrase is used by Armstrong 1968,221, and Jackson 1977,116. See also Strawson 1979,43: '[A] 
strict account of our sensible experience ... should 
in no way distort or misrepresent the character of that 
experience as we actually enjoy it, i. e. that it should be a true or faithful account... ' 
18 Armstrong 1968,219-220. The case of the speckled hen was originally proposed to A. J. Ayer by G. Ryle. Ayer 
1940 put forward a solution, which was criticised in a review of the book by Price 1941. All of this is discussed 
Chisholm 1942. That discussion is a good example of (PA) at work. 
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The idea is that stipulations about the metaphysics of experience must not distort, or be 
inconsistent with, what experience is like. On this understanding (PA) could be satisfied by any 
account, as long as there was no incompatibility with what experience is like. A requirement of 
mere compatibility is philosophically thoroughly uninterestin& however. Suppose someone 
claims that experience is built from ectoplasm, or from relations to butterflies. None of this 
would be incompatible with what expenence is like. It may be hard to see how experience of 
this nature could have a certain phenomenal character, but there is not yet anything in the 
proposal to rule it out either. 
Supporters of (PA) must have in mind a stronger reading of it. At a minimum the idea must be 
that a metaphysics of experience should yield some philosophical grip on phenomena] 
character. On such a stronger reading, (PA) demands that an account of experience should 
, gible, or make sense of, 
its phenomenal character. This asks for some ing more than render inte& thi 
mere lack of distortion. It is hard to pin down what counts as meeting (PA) so understood, 
though. Some hold that phenomenal character ought to be explained by, or reduced to, the 
metaphysics of experience (Tye 2000,45). Others think this is too strong and favour some 
supervenience relation instead (Byme 2001). 
As an aside, it is interesting at this point to consider the relation between (PA) and the so- 
called 'explanatory gap' between phenomenal and non-phenomenal facts. The explanatory gap 
consists in the (putative) fact that phenomenology cannot be reductively explained by non- 
phenomenal facts (Levine 1983; 2001). (PA), however, requires that the metaphysics of 
experience make sense of its phenomenal character. For this to yield a philosophical grip on 
phenomenal character, it must be some sort of explanation. But if there is an explanatory gap, it 
cannot be reductive explanation. One is left to wonder what such a non-reductive explanation, 
as for instance favoured by Byrne, amounts to-19 
Having noted these questions about, and differences in, a stronger reading of (PA), I now want 
to gloss over them. I propose the following suggestive but deliberately vague formulation for a 
relevantly stronger reading of (PA): a metaphysics of experience must undemTite its 
phenomenology. The idea is that (PA) must provide a philosophically illuminating grip on 
phenomenal character. 
19 See Sturgeon 2000,13ff for relevant discussion 
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In giving an account of how visual phenomenology is best underwritten, philosophers make 
claims about what experience is like. But how do they man-age this - how do they come by 
claims about the phenomenology of Visual experience? A brief glance at the literature provides 
the answer. Philosophers assume that our primary grip on what experience is Eke comes 
through introspectioný20 I call this the 'Introspective Access' assumption: 
JA) Our primary grip on phenomenal character comes through introspection. 
The introduction of phenomena] character in section (2) hinted at (IA). There I said that 
beliefs about what experience is like are acquired, in the first instance, through introspection. 
Moreover, I said the deliverance of introspection is articulated in look-ascriptions. The latter 
are thus held to capture introspection-based beliefs about the phenomena] character of 
expenence. 
The Phenomenal Adequacy requirement and the Introspective Access assumption are not only 
widely held among philosophers, but together they fuel a methodology standardly used by 
philosophers to investigate conscious visual experience. This method - from now on 'the 
Standard Method' - has two steps. One is to acquire introspective evidence about the 
phenomenology of visual experience. The other is to use this evidence to determine a 
metaphysics of such experience. In essence, introspective evidence is used to construct a 
metaphysics of Visual experience. In the next section I will articulate the Standard Method in 
some detail. 
(5) The StandardMetbod 
Combining (PA) and (IA) Yields a compact result: an account of experience must underwrite 
introspective look-ascriptions. In essence, the Standard Method emerges from this idea. 
Philosophers take there to be a range of data concerning visual phenomenology that any good 
account of experience must underwrite. They say we access such data by introspection. When 
introspecting what experience is like, one forms introspective beliefs about phenomenal 
experience. These beliefs are held to provide one with data or intmspective ezidence precisely 
because they are supposed to be formed directly on the basis of what experience is like, i. e. on 
21) E. g. Moore 1953,244; Lycan 1995,82, Loar 1997,597; Tye 2000,5 1. 
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the basis of the phenomenology of the experience itself. As such, introspective evidence is held 
to be unspoilt by theory. 
Now, introspective beliefs about phenomenal character are articulated in look-ascriptions. 
Thus look-ascrptions are thought to articulate introspective evidence. Features mentioned 'in 
those look-ascriptions are accordingly taken to be essentially tied to phenomenal character. I 
call them pbenomenal features. Phenomenal features are subject to two requirements. They 
individuate or identify properties of the experience (of phenomenal character). And they 
themselves are introspectively arrived at on the basis of what experience is like. The thought at 
the heart of the Standard Method is then simply stated: a good account of experience has to 
underwrite the phenomenal features mentioned in introspective look-ascnPtions. Let me 
illustrate how this works with an example. 
Recall the introspective look-ascriPtion mentioned earlier: 
(L) It looks to me as if there is a green cup on a table. 
ýL) mentions greenness in its content-clause. According to the Standard Method, greenness is a 
phenomenal feature and therefore one's metaphysics of experience should underwrite it. 
Different accounts attempt this in different ways. Sense Datum Theorists, we have seen, hold 
that experience is an acquaintance relation between a subject and special sensory objects. They 
would say that the phenomenal feature greenness mentioned in (L) is underwritten by a 
property of the special sensory object with which one is acquainted 'in having the experience as 
of a green cup. By contrast, Intentionalists hold that experience is representation. They would 
say the phenomenal feature of greenness is underwritten by an intentional property that is itself 
individuated by reference to the property green in the world. Defenders of the Mental Paint 
View have yet a different proposal. They hold that experience is at least partly built from 
mental paint properties. Accordingly, on this view the phenomenal feature greenness 
mentioned by (L) is underwritten by a certain colour-like 'greenish' mental paint property of 
the experience. Finally, Nalve Realists claim that (yeridical) experience is acquaintance between 
a subject and public objects in the world. They would maintain that, if (L) reports a veridical 
experience, the phenomenal feature greenness mentioned in it is underwritten by the subject's 
acquamtance with the actual colour of die seen cup. 
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In this way, the Standard Method taps Into Introspectively available features - Introspective 
evidence - to help build a metaphysics of experience. The strategy is to use one's introspective 
fix on phenomenal character to identify properties M terms of which one can best underwrite 
visual phenomenology. Thereby, the thought goes, one gains purchase on the key aspect of 
experience. Introspective evidence thus serves to motivate and ground substantial metaphysical 
conclusions. It provides a starting point for one's view of the underlying nature of experience. 
The literature in this area makes abundantly clear that the Standard Method is shared by 
proponents of differing Views of Visual experience. They all moor their position to 
introspective reflection on the character of experience. Consider these remarks of Price, 
Levine, Tye and Martin: 
When I see a tomato there is much that I can doubt. ... 
One thing however I cannot doubt [in 
reflecting on my experience]: that there exists a red patch of a round and somewhat bulgy 
shape, standing out from a background of other colour-patches, and having a certain visual 
depth, and that this whole field of colour is directly present to my consciousness. ... 
This 
peculiar and ultimate manner of being present to consciousness is called being#ven, and what is 
thus present is called a [sense] datum. ... 
Ihus the term sense-datum is meant to be a neutral 
term. The use of it does not imply the acceptance of any particular theory. The term is meant 
to stand for something whose existence is indubitable (however fleeting), something from 
which all theories of perception ought to start, however much they may diverge later. (Price 
1932,18 & 19)21 
1 maintain, however, that conscious experiences themselves, not merely our verbal judgements 
about them, are the primary data to which a theory must answer. Of course this means taking 
the first-person point of view seriously ... as a 
legitimate source of data. I maintain, that is, that 
I don't just say, or dunk (in the sense of verbalized judgement) that I am having an experience 
of a certain sort right now, but I am having such an experience. ... From within the subjective 
point of view I am presented with these qualitative features of experience, or 'qualia, ' as they're 
called in the literature. Reddishness, for instance, is a feature of my experience when I look at 
my red diskette case. (Levine 2001,134 & 7) 
[flntrospection of your perceptual experiences seems to reveal only aspects of what you 
experience, further aspects of the scenes, as represented. Why? 'ne answer, I suggest, is that 
your perceptual experiences have no ixtrospectible features over and above those implicated in 
their intentional contents. So the phenomenal character of such experiences - itself something 
that is introspectibly accessible, assuming the appropriate concepts are possessed and there is 
no cognitive malfunction - is identical with, or contained within, their intentional contents. 
(Tye 1995,136) 
[Naive Realism] is put forward on the grounds that it gives an accurate description of how the 
subject's situation strikes her when consciously perceiving. Focusing on the tower, I can note 
its distinctive shape and colouring; turning my attention inward, and reflecting on the character 
of my looking at the tower, I can note that he tower does not disappear from the centre of my 
21 Price does not talk about introspecting experience, but it is clear that he has in mind first-person reflection on 
one's experience. He says, e. g., that ultimately acknowledgement of sense data depends on 'appeal to every man's 
own consciousness'. (6) 
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attention. The tower is not replaced by some surrogate, whose existence is merely internal to 
my mind, not are its various apparent properties, its shape and colours, replaced by some 
merely subjective qualities. So my perceiving is not only a way of providing me with 
information about an external world, when my attention and interest is directed towards action 
and the world; in its very conscious and so subjective character, the experience seems literally 
to include the world. (Martin 1997,84) 
These quotes illustrate that the Standard Method spreads through much work in this area. 22 
This introspection-based methodology for constructing a theory of the nature of visual 
experience may be considered attractive for several reasons. For one d-iing, there is the 
simplicity of it. By exploiting introspective knowledge we are all assumed to have of our own 
experience, the Standard Method supposedly provides us with an easy way in, an 
uncomplicated means to identify the ontological ingredients of experience. Moreover, 
constraining one's theory with the help of introspective evidence about phenomenal character 
guides the aim of the theoretician. Constraints from phenomenology are held to ensure that 
the theory really explains the target of explanation. If one follows the Standard Method, the 
thought goes, one cannot be accused that one's theory fails to be a theory of those phenomena 
we would ordinarily group together under the label 'experience'. 
But most importantly, the Standard Method aims to furnish one's metaphysics of experience 
with a certain justification or authority. A metaphysics that is arrived at via the Standard 
Method is meant to be phenomenally adequate. Such a view is thought to have a significant 
edge over rivals. After all, those rivals are accused of getting the phenomenology of experience 
wrong - they are accused of endorsing a mismatch between how things strike us when we 
introspect experience and what the rivals say experience is really like. A Mismatch of this kind 
is said to turn the rival view into a form of error theory about phenomenal character. 
According to a proponent of the Standard Method, however, the more error attributed, the 
less phenomenally adequate and hence less plausible a metaphysics of experience becomes. But 
phenomenal adequacy, as we have seen, is not deemed to be optional. It is considered a very 
serious criticism of a view that it 'flies in the face of phenomenology' (Shoemaker 1996b, 250). 
By the same token, a metaphysics that is conservative with respect to what experience is like 
(i. e. that is phenomenally adequate) is thought to procure significant )ustification by that very 
fact. And the Standard Method is widely held as the best way to ensure such justification. 
22The quotes show furthermore that philosophers hold conftcfi)ýT views about what introspective reflection on the 
phenomenology of experience tells one, Contrast, for instance, Levine's and Tye's claims about what 
introspection reveals: that it is as if properties of the experience are presented to one; and that it is as if only 
mind-independent objects and their properties are presented to one. 'ne fact that philosophers hold conflicting 
views on what introspection reveals about phenomenal character will become significant in chapter 5. 
30 
The last point of attraction becomes even clearer when we look at two potential underlying 
assumptions, either of which are likely to make someone amenable to using an introspection- 
based methodology. 23 One is the Cartesian assumption of the transparency of the inind. 
Transparency of the mind in the Cartesian sense consists of two conditions. 'Me first is that a 
subject's beliefs about her own mental states are infallible. In other words, if a subject believes 
that she is in mental state M, then it is true that she is In M. The second condition is that her 
mental states are self-mtimating. This means that if a subject is in mental state M then she 
believes that she is in A Hence, to assume that the mind is transparent is to hold that one 
cannot be in error about the content of one's mind and that one knows everything that is part 
of the content of one's mind. It IS easy to see how this assumption makes for sympathy with 
the Standard Method. If knowledge of the contents of our mind is infallible and self- 
mdmating, why should this not involve knowledge of the structure and nature of mental 
states? The faith in our introspective powers demonstrated by the Cartesian finds resonance in 
the Standard Method. 
But one need not be a Cartesian about introspective knowledge in order to be attracted to the 
Standard Method. The other assumption is that introspection can be a species of empirical 
inquiry about mental phenomena. In introspection one has a direct access to one's experience. 
One can directly observe, in an appropriately empirical sense of observation, certain facts 
about experience. Specifically, we can introspectively discover or learn about what experience 
is Eke. In turn, the phenomenological data are considered empirical data, empirical facts that 
need to be explained by one's theory. 24Again, it is not difficult to see how the Standard 
Method may seem appealing to those holding this assumption. 717hey will hold that the 
Standard Method involves a perfectly legitimate of first-person empirical inquiry about one's 
mind. Moreover, it also alms to satisfy the demand that these empirical facts need to be 
explained by one's theory. 
Given these two assumptions, jointly or separately, we can see why one would hold that a 
theory of experience arrived at via the Standard Method has some special justification. The use 
of phenomenal adequacy as a constraint requires phenomenology to be accessible. Both of the 
23 Baldwin 1990,157-8, for instance, explains G. E. Moore's ready use of introspection by appeal to both of these 
assumptions. 
24 See, e. g. Broad 1965a, 89; Firth 1965,226 & 234; Tye 2000,35. 
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assumptions MV01ve the idea that we have excellent first-personal access to the phenomenal 
character of our experiences. 
(6) OutIfne of what is to come 
Having laid out and articulated the details of the Standard Method, M the rest of this thesis I 
will attack it. Specifically, I argue that the assumption central to this methodology - that we 
have a good grip on visual phenomenology in introspection - is mistaken. My strategy comes 
in two parts. The first is to undermine important particular claims philosophers have made 
about how to characterise what experience is like. I discuss the two main Mtrospection-based 
claims about visual phenomenology found in the literature. After setting out each claim, I show 
that they are either useless in theory-construction or highly questionable. 'Me first IS the claim 
that experience is transparent in introspection. Discussion of this claim takes up chapters 2 and 
3. First, I will argue that the 'transparency of experience' as it is put forward by most 
philosophers actually comprises two independent claims that are run together. I then look at 
each of these sub-claims separately. ne second main claim about phenomenology found in 
the literature is that it Introspectively appears as if experience presents us with actually existing 
objects. I will discuss it in chapter 4. 
The second part of my strategy is to criticise the introspection-based methodology directly 
(Chapter 5). Use of the Standard Method presupposes that we have appropriate introspective 
access to the phenomenology of experience. I argue, however, that our access to the required 
kind of introspective evidence is extremely problematic for certain general reasons. But 
without such evidence the Standard Method cannot be applied legitimately - use of it becomes 
mstant nususe. 
By the end of chapter 5, the task of this thesis IS finished and the case against the Standard 
Method is made. My reJection of the Standard Method raises important questions, though. In 
the last chapter - chapter 6-I will answer some of them and provide a little speculation in 
response to others. 
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Chapter 2 
Transparency 1: Looldng Through 
(1) Introduction 
Currently the most popular claim about what experience is like is the claim that experience is 
'transparent' or 'diaphanous'. philosophers who appeal to this claim talk about 'the 
transparency of experience', or 'phenomenal transparency', or 'die diaphanousness of 
experience'. Some even put forward what they term 'die argument from transparency'. In this 
chapter and the next I discuss and reject this appeal to transparency. 
In sections (2) and (3) of this chapter, I investigate exactly what claim or claims are being put 
forward under the heading of transparency. I argue that there are two independent claims. My 
analysis of the appeal to the transparency of experience and its role in arguing for, or 
motivating, particular views of the metaphysics of experience is based on my analysis of each 
of these two claims. The first of them is discussed in sections (4) and (6) of this chapter. The 
second becomes the object of detailed investigation in chapter 3. 
A brief overview of the structure of my attack on the appeal to transparency is in order. I argue 
in the present chapter that even if the first claim is held to be acceptable, it can be 
accommodated by almost all Views of experience. That is to say, if it were used in the Standard 
Method, it would do nothing to suggest one view of the metaphysics of experience rather than 
another. The second claim, on the other hand, is not neutral in this sense. If accepted, it can 
serve to establish, or strongly motivate, the falsity of Sense Datum Theory and the Mental 
Paint View. As we shall see in the next chapter, though, this second claim is unacceptable. My 
overall diagnosis, in a nutshell, is this: appeals to the transparency of experience run together 
two claims; they obtain acceptability from the first and philosophical firepower from the 
second. However, each on their own, the first claim does not do any significant work and the 
second is not acceptable. 
In re)ecting the transparency of experience, I realise that I assault current philosophical 
orthodoxy. People's first reaction to any such announcement on my part is often to give me 
the Incredulous Stare. My task is therefore to cast significant doubt on entrenched assumption. 
In this chapter I argue that one cannot legitimately make this assumption. But I would 
consider myself already somewhat successful if my arguments persuade a fan of transparency 
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that it cannot simply be taken for granted and that establishing it is much more difficult than 
taking a quick introspective glance at one's Visual experiences. 
(2) Transparency 
Consider the following three quotations from Tye, Shoemaker and Dretske respectively: 
Why is it that perceptual experiences are transparent? When you turn your gaze inward and try 
to 
iocus 
your attention on intrinsic features of these experiences, why do you always seem to 
end up attending to what the experiences are qJ? Suppose you have a visual experience of a 
shiny, blood-soaked dagger. Whether, like Macbeth, you are hallucinating or whether you are 
seeing a real dagger, you experience redness and shininess as outside you, as covering the 
surface of a dagger. Now try to become aware of your experience itself, inside you, apart from 
its objects. Try to focus your attention on some intrinsic feature of the experience that 
distin&shes it from other experiences, something other than what it is an experience of. The 
task seems impossible: one's awareness seems always to slip through the experience to the 
redness and shmmess, as instantiated together externally. In turning one's mind inward to 
attend to the experience, one seems to end up scrutinizing external features or properties. (Tye 
1995: 135-6) 
The only thing that seems to answer to the description "attending introspectively to one's 
visual experience" is attending to how things appear to one visually; and offhand this seems to 
tell one what the representational content of one's experience is without telling one anything 
about what the non-intentional features of one's experience are that encode this content. One 
may be inclined to say that one is revelling in the qualitative of phenomena] character of one's 
experience when one "drinks in" the blue of a summery sky or the red of a ripe tomato. But 
neither the blue nor the red is an object of inlmspecfiýe awareness; these are experienced 
perceptually rather than introspectively, as located outside one, in the sky or in the tomato, not 
as features of one's experience. 
(Shoemaker 1996a: 100-101) 
Representational Naturalism ... helps one understand, 
for example, why conscious experiences 
have that peculiar diaphanous quality - the quality of always being present wben, but never 
wheir, one looks to find them. ... If one 
is asked to say what one's current visual experiences 
are like, for example, one seems able to know this without having any identifiable experiences 
other than the visual ones one is able to describe. If one is asked to introspect one's current 
gustatory experience - "Tell us, if you can, exactly how the wine tastes" - one 
finds oneself 
attending, not to one's experience of the wine, but to the wine itself (or perhaps the tongue or 
palette (sic)). There seems to be no other relevant place to direct one's attention. (Dretske 
1995, xiii, 62) 
All three of these philosophers appeal to the transparency of experience. What role does such 
an appeal play M theorisuig about experience? The transparency of experience is generally 
considered to be a claim about the phenomenology of experience. Moreover, some treat is as a 
prenuse in an argument - let us call it the Argument From Transparency. There are different 
versions of this argument on offer and opinions differ as to what it is supposed to establish. 
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The Argument From Transparency has a negative and a positive use (Martin 2002b). The 
Argument from Transparency may be considered a negative argument showing that Sense 
Daturn Theory and/or the Mental Paint view are mistaken. For, the negative argument goes, 
when one reflects on one's experience, there is no introspective evidence for either sense data 
or mental paint properties. Therefore, views of the nature of experience that postulate these 
kinds of entities, on the one hand are not motivated, and on the other involve an error theory 
about what experience is like. In the terminology introduced in chapter 1, proponents of the 
argument aim to show that Sense Datum Theory and/or the Mental paint view are 
phenomenally inadequate. The Argument From Transparency may also be put forward as a 
positive argument to show that a certain metaphysics of experience is correct. In this capacity, 
it is most commonly used by Intentionalists. As proponents of the positive argument they 
claim that introspective reflection reveals only what is represented in experience and that 
intentional properties are the ideal candidates to account for this. However, most 
Intentionalists putting forward the Argument From Transparency fail to realise that some 
philosophers hold that the argument supports Naive Realism at least as well, if not better 
(Martin 2002b). The latter insist that there is introspective evidence only for the existence of 
naive properties, viz. sensory properties of ordinary physical objects. Proponents of die 
positive argument, whether arguing for Intentionalism or Naive Realism, aim to establish that 
their theory is phenomenally adequate. 
StoIjar (forthcoming) proposes yet a different version, according to which the Argument From 
Transparency is held to establish what he calls 'the relational thesis'. The relational thesis says 
that phenomenal character is entirely determined by - and therefore accountable in terms of - 
objects and properties to which one is related in experience. Clearly, both Naive Realism and 
Sense Datum Theory are compatible with the relational thesis. On both of these accounts one 
is related to certain objects and their properties in having an experience; ordinary ones in the 
former, special ones in the latter. The relational thesis therefore says that phenomenal 
character is determined by ordinary objects and their properties, or special objects and their 
properties respectively. Moreover, Sto1jar holds that Intentionalism is also compatible with the 
relational thesis. On the Intentionalist View, according to Sto1jar, in having an experience one is 
related to an intentional object, such as a property or a proposition. In this case, then, the 
relational thesis says that phenomenal character is determined exclusively by features of the 
intentional object, i. e. the property or proposition in question. Now, views incompatible with 
the relational thesis are Adverbialism and the Mental Paint view. Adverbialists hold that in 
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experience the subject's sensing is modified in certain wavs. In having an experience as of 
something red the subject senses red-ly. On this view, one is not related to any object of 
experience. A fortiori, phenomenal character cannot be determined bv any object of 
experience one is related to. The Mental Pamt view, on the other hand, does not necessarily 
rule out that 111 experience one is related to some object. But, it holds that phenomenal 
character is at least partially explained by properties that are not properties of the objects one is 
related to M having the experience. Hence, if the Argument From Transparency is held to 
establish the relational thesis, it is an argument against Adverbialism and the Mental Pamt view. 
Or, by the same token, it is an argument designed to establish either Ndive Realism, Sense 
Datum Theory or Intentionalism. 
I am not concerned with the exact details of these various versions of the Argument From 
Transparency. In passing, I want to make one quick comment on StoIjar's third version of the 
argument, though. I am surprised to find Intentionalism included among those views that 
endorse the relational thesis. Stoljar says that Intentionalists hold that experiences have 
intentional objects. Although Intentionalists in general would agree with this, I do not think 
that many would say that we are related to them M any real sense of relation. The intentional 
object of my experience as of a green cup on the table before me is a cup. It has certain 
properties, such as being green, being situated on the table, etc. But, on the Intentionalist view, 
I am not related thereby to any particular cup in my perceptual environment in any 
straightforward sense - after all, I could have the same experience without any cup actually 
being there before me. So if I am related -M the real sense of relation - to an intentional 
object it is not going to be an ordinary cup in the world. But this seems to be what my 
experience is about. All sorts of worries arise at this point that are not the topic of discussion. 
(See Crane 2001,13-33; Thau 2002, ch. 2). 
At any rate, to regard an appeal to transparency as part of an aqument IS not obligatory. Some 
who make an appeal to transparency may be better understood as merely taking themselves to 
put forward a powerful consideration or motivation for or against certain views (e. g. Tye 
2000). According to these people, recognition of the transparency of experience ought to 
incline one strongly to hold some view and not others. The idea is perhaps that such a view 
furnishes the best explanation of the phenomenon. But this is not considered a knock-down 
argUment. 
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In the end, the exact form of reasoning matters little to my discussion. For, whether the appeal 
to transparency is part of an argument proper, or merely of some strong motivational 
considerations, it begins with specific claims about what experience is like. These 
phenomenological claims are then used to argue or provide motivation for or against certain 
views of the nature of experience. In this sense, aN these uses form an instance of the Standard 
Method. At this stage I am interested in the first step: the particular claims about phenomenal 
character put forward. Specifically, I am focusing here on the popular claim that introspection 
of what experience is like reveals that experience is transparent. 
(3) Two claims 
At least two separate claims can be distinguished among what IS commonly put forward under 
the transparency heading. The first is a claim about the peculiar way In which we are 
introspectively aware of phenomenal character. It says that when one attends to what 
experience is like, one winds up attending to what experience is about. What we are aware of M 
such a case are objects of experience and their properties. Hence experience is peculiar In that 
when attending to what it is like, we seem to look tbromgh experience to what it is an experience 
as of All three of the philosophers quoted above make this claim. Tye says that when 'turning 
your gaze inward ... you always seem to end up attending to what the experiences are of. 
Shoemaker holds that introspective reflection seems to tell one only 'what the representational 
content of one's experience is'. And, finally, Dretske maintains that 'conscious experiences 
have that peculiar diaphanous quality - the quality of always being present wben, but never 
wbere, one looks to find them. ' 
What can be looked through has the property of being transparent or diaphanous. In my 
opinion, the label 'transparency of experience' should really be reserved for this &st claim. But 
to avoid terminological confusion I will call it 'the Looking-dirough claim': 
(1: 1) Introspection of what experience is like reveals only what experience is about. 
However, the three quotations all contain a further claim. It picks up where the previous one 
stops. This second claim IS about mhat one is aware of in introspection, given that one looks 
through experience to what experience is as of And, it says experience presents us with 
ordinary rnind-mdependent objects and their properties M the world. When reflecting on what 
experience is like one's awareness is best characteriSed in terms of ordinary objects and their 
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properties. Again, we can find this claim M all three of the philosophers quoted above. Tye is 
very explicit; he insists that we are aware of properties 'as instantiated externally'. Likewise, 
Shoemaker maintains that we are aware of properties 'as located outside one'. 25 Dretske says 
that in introspection 'one finds oneself attending, not to one's experience of the wine, but to 
the wme itself... ' 
Although this claim takes its cue from the observation that experience is transparent, the label 
'transparency of experience' is inappropriate here, since it goes beyond the thought that one 
looks through experience. Rather, I call it 'the mind-independence claim': 
(M 1) Introspection of what Visual experience is like reveals that it looks as if mind- 
independent objects and their properties are before one. 
The two claims are obviously not equivalent. One can hold the first, without holding the 
second. - Nonetheless, as we have seen above, (LT) and (NII) are usually run together. 27 
Having distinguished the two claims, I postpone detailed discussion of (MI) to the next 
chapter. For the rest of this chapter, I turn my attention to (1: 1). Let me give you an outline of 
this discussion. In the next section I set out this claim about phenomenal character and discuss 
its motivations. I will also argue that it is neutral between different views of the nature of 
experience - all the four major views can accommodate it just fine. In the subsequent section, 
I examine how far (LT) itself IS acceptable and suggest that despite initial appearances there are 
worries that should lead one to accept only a considerably weaker version of it. In the last 
section of this chapter I discuss and criticise a particular argument for Intentionalism that relies 
on q: lý. 
25 Tye and Shoemaker both use spatial terms, i. e. 'external' and 'located outside one'. I interpret their use of these 
terms as connoting one's awareness of an objective, or mind-independent world. For more on this, see chapter 3. 
26 An expression of just Oýý can be found in Grice 1962,144. '[S]uch experiences ... as seeing and 
feeling seem to 
be, as it were, diaphanous: if we were asked to pay close attention, on a given occasion, to our seeing or feeling as 
distinct from what has been seen or felt, we should not know how to proceed; and the attempt to describe the 
differences between seeing and feeling seems to dissolve into a description of what we see and what we feel. ' 
Also, Byrne 2001 (see section (6) below for discussion). 
27 See also Harman 1990,39: 'When Eloise sees a tree before her, the colors she experiences are all experienced as 
features of the tree and its surroundings. None of them are experienced as intrinsic features of her experience. 
-And that is true of you, too. _ 
Look at a tree and try to turn our attention to intrinsic features of your visual 
experience. I predict you will find that the only features there to turn your attention to will be features of the 
presented tree, including relational features of the tree 'from here'. ' Aýd Lycan 1995,88: 'Bodily sensation are 
themselves conceived as feelings, while perceptual states are not; as Harman (1990) observes, we normally "see 
right through" perceptual states to external objects and do not even notice that we are in perceptual states. ' 
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0-) LooAzirýthroqgh 
Consider (LT) - what are the reasons for accepting it? Why should one hold that in 
introspection one looks through experience to what it IS as op. There are two popular 
arguments in favour of (LT). The first focuses on the objects one attends to in having an 
experience and in introspection of such experience. For example, Tye (1995) asks us to 
consider what happens when one shifts one's attention from observing a scene to what it is 
like to have such an experience as of that scene. He points out that not much happens: when 
one focuses on phenomenal character one seems to wind up focussing on what the experience 
is about, namely the scene before one's eyes. 28The suggestion is, then, that in mtrospecting 
one's experience, one is not thereby aware of a new set of objects and properties, replacing the 
objects and properties one is aware of when observing the scene before one's eyes. But if the 
objects of one's awareness do not change when shifting attention, one has no good reason to 
claim that one is aware of anything other than what experience is about. 
The other argument focuses on how one best ought to characterise phenomenal character. 
Strawson (1979), for instance, holds that the best characterisation of what experience is like 
employs the same terms that one would use to describe what experience is about. 
In this way... I use the perceptual claim - the claim it was natural to make in the circumstances 
- in order to characterise my experience, without actually making the claim. ... And this is really 
the best possible way of characterising the experience. (44) 
The idea is that if one did not do this, one would be falsifying or misrepresenting the character 
of the experience. But, again, if the terms in which one characterises what experience is like are 
the same as those in which one characterises what one's experience is about one has no good 
reason to cLaim that one is aware of anything other than what experience is about. 
Both of these arguments are designed to convince us that introspection of what experience is 
like merely affords awareness of what the experience is about. 29But what grounds them? Iley 
28 As Tye 1995,30 puts it, "one's (introspective] awareness seems always to slip through the experience to 
blueness and squareness, as instantiated together in an external object. In turning one's mind inward to attend to 
the experience, one seems to end up concentrating on what is outside again, on external features or properties. 
... introspection 
does not seem to reveal any further distinctive features of the experience over and above what 
one experiences Also, Harman 1990,39. 
2" Both Tye and Strawson hold that we are presented with the mind-independent world in experience. So, on 
Tye's view, the objects we are aware when we shift attention to what experience is like are mind-independent 
objects. On Strawson's view, the concepts that we employ in describing what experience is like are part of a 
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are both direct appeals to what experience is like. In putting forward these arguments, 
proponents aim to draw attention to what they take to be a fact about Visual phenomenology. 
They give us instructions for how to introspect and they provide a prediction of what one will 
be aware of when one follows these instructions. They hold that the phenomenal fact in 
question is readily apparent or obvious when reflecting on experience. Tye feels that it is 
obvious on introspective reflection that the only objects one attends to are those objects the 
experience is about. Strawson maintains it is obvious on introspective reflection that the best 
characterisation of what experience is like employs the same vocabulary that one uses to 
characterise what experience is about. This way to defend (Uý is to hold that g: lý is obvious 
from reflection on visual phenomenology. 
One might try a different tack in defending (L: ][). 30 The idea is to shed light on the alleged 
phenomenal fact by looking at our ordinary conception of experience. In contrast to mere 
statement of phenomenal fact, one might seek an explanation of why awareness does not seem 
to change its objects in introspection of phenomenal character, or why the same terms should 
be used to characterise what experience is about and what experience is like. Defence of (LT) 
along the following lines certainly yields a deeper understanding of the relation between what 
experience is about and what experience is Eke. 
It is argued that an essential part of our ordinary conception of some mental states is that they 
provide the subject with a viewpoint on something (Crane 2001, ch. 1). Suppose you have a 
belief about some state of affairs, such as the belief that Havana is the capital of Cuba. Being in 
such a belief state provides you with a viewpoint on a fact about the world, i. e. that Havana is 
the capital of Cuba. Now, to introspect one's mental state is to attend to it from the first- 
person perspective. In the case of the kind of mental state just described, this will involve 
being introspectively aware of the point of view provided by the state. But to know a point of 
view one needs to know what it is a viewpoint on, i. e. what it is about. Hence, introspectively 
attending to a mental state such as a belief enjoins attending to what it is aboUt. 31 
common sense realist conceptual scheme. Again, this aspect of the appeal to transparency will be discussed in 
chapter 3. 
30 Material for such a defence of (L'I) can be found in Martin 1998. 
311biS is perhaps not quite right. Could one not know introspectively that one is in a particular mental state but 
not know what it is about? One might me merely quasi-demonstratively aware of the state. For example, that state 
(I am in now), whichever it is. I am not sure. It is not clear whether this would really count as introspective 
awareness. 
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Our ordinary conception of experience may then be thought to follow a similar pattern. In 
virtue of having an experience the subject is provided with a (visual) viewpoint on something. 
Suppose you have an experience with a certain subject-matter. (Recall, 'subject-matter' is a 
neutral term for the information one is immediately supplied by experience. It is important to 
note that no specific view as to what such subject-mattet involves is put forward here. ) Having 
an the experience provides you with a viewpoint on its subject-matter. Introspecting the 
phenomenal character of one's experience is attending to what experience is Ue from the first 
person. Such introspection involves awareness of the viewpoint provided by experience. 
experience. Again, to know a point of view involves knowing what it is a viewpoint on. 
Therefore, introspectively attending to what experience is like enjoins attending to the subject- 
matter of experience. 
Interestingly, Martin (1998) finds confirmation that a conception along these lines is the tight 
one for the job by appeal to phenomenology. He contrasts this conception with the view of 
experience espoused by Adverbialism. Adverbialists regard experience merely as a way of being 
modified. Introspective knowledge of what it is like, on their view, is knowledge of those 
modifications. So, for example, if one has an experience as of something blue, in introspection 
one would be aware of one's sensing blue-ly. Crucially, it is not awareness of the subject-matter 
of experience. Martin argues that the Adverbialist picture results in an unacceptable account of 
what it is like for one. For, he claims, it does not in fact seem phenomenally adequate to think 
of what experience is like in absence of what it is of. The Adverbialist conception of 
experience thus violates phenomenal faCt. 32 
Even if, with Martin, one uses appeal to phenomenology to confirm this proposal, the latter 
still constitutes an explanation in its own right, not based on an appeal to phenomenology. 
After all, proponents could find confirmation of this conception of experience from some 
source other than appeal to Visual phenomenology, such as support from ordinary language. 
32'However... when we think about sensory states such as visual experience ... we cannot separate our 
knowledge of what it is like to be in that state from knowledge of the subject-matter presented to one in being in 
such a state of mind. But that suggests for all such experience that our awareness of what the experience is like is 
inextricably bound up with knowledge of what is presented to one in having such experience. " Martin 1998,173. 
As he puts it in another place (Martin manuscript), since the Adverbialist refuses to appeal to presented subject- 
matter, the problem with their account of what experience is like is that they simply appear to change topic. 
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Now, on the one hand, we can use the conceptual explanation to strengthen (LT)'s plausibility. 
It constitutes an explanation and not merely an appeal to alleged phenomenological fact. 
Indeed, the latter may be regarded as anchored in our ordinary conception of experience. On 
the other hand, we can see that this explanation makes for a weaker version of (1A). The 
conceptual explanation only requires that introspective reflection on what experience is like 
involves attention to the subject-matter of experience. It does not demand that this IS all that 
we are aware of in introspectively attending to experience. 'ne conceptual explanation is 
therefore not sufficient to rule out that we are introspectively aware of anything besides the 
subject-matter of experience. If motivated by the conceptual explanation, (L: 1) must be revised 
to Yield 
(LT*) Introspection of what experience is like reveals what experience is about. 
The difference between (L'I) and Vf*) is significant for the kind of constraint that is imposed 
on theory construction. The former holds that phenomenal character ought to be characterised 
e. xclusiveyl in terms of what experience is about. The latter requires that at least some part of 
phenomenal character ought to be characterised in terms of what experience is about. (One 
might also wonder whether (LT*) demands that there is an 'all' - i. e. whether introspection of 
experience reveals everything that experience is about. ) 
Note also that the full weight of establishing (1: 1) rather than (LT*) falls on an appeal to 
phenomenology. A proponent of (M) might respond that there is nothing wrong with that. 
There could be division of labour. The conceptual explanation is useful in supplying us with 
the basic understanding of the relationship between introspection of phenomenal character 
and the subject-matter of experience. It explains why characterisation of phenomenal character 
involves characterisation of what experience is about. Appeal to phenomenology provides us 
with the exclusivity claim: characterisation of phenomenal character involves no more than 
characterismg of what experience is about. Of course, the other option for the proponent of 
XI) is to go just with appeal to phenomenology. Phenomenology, on her view, may be a 
perfectly satisfactory grounding for XI). Either way, I will discuss how (litde) I rate the 
chances of success for any such appeal to phenomenology In the next section. 
For now, let me stress what one is, and what one is not, committed to in accepting (1: 1). 
Importantly, it does not involve any commitment as to bow the subject-matter is characterised. 
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(LI) just says that introspective reflection on what experience is like reveals merely what 
experience is about. Two theorists with radically different views of the subject-matter of 
experience can agree (L: I) is true. Consider two very different views of what experience is 
about. A classic Sense Datum Theorist holds that experience presents us with instances of 
colours and shapes. Price, for example, says that proper scrutiny of what an experience of a 
tomato presents to one shows 'that there exists a red patch of a round and somewhat bulgy 
shape' (1932,3). Intentionalists, on the other hand, tend to insist that in experience the world 
is presented as being a certain way. In this vein, McGinn maintains that 'filn having perceptual 
experience the world seems to us to be a certain way; it presents itself to our experience as 
containing various objects and their properties' (1989,58). Both Price and McGinn can 
accommodate (1: 1). Given their respective charactetisations of what experience is about, they 
only have to hold that introspective reflection of what experience is like reveals no more than 
that. Thus, Price would hold that introspection shows that phenomenal character is best 
characterised in terms of variously shaped and coloured patches. McGinn would say that 
introspection shows that phenomenal character is best characterised 'in terms of ordinary 
objects and their properties. Clearly, acceptance of (L: I) is neutral between different 
characterisations of the subject-matter of experience. 
This neutrality makes (1ý: I) not very useful when it comes to the Standard Method. (1: 1) does 
not specifý wbicb is the right characterisation of the subject-matter of experience to be 
employed in a characterisation of what experience is like. Apart from ruling out Adverbialism, 
all the four main contenders - Sense Datum Theory, Intentionalism, the Mental Paint view and 
Naive Realism are still in play. We have just seen this in the case of Sense Datum Theory and 
Intentionalism. Clearly, Naive Realism is also compatible with (LT). For the latter position 
holds that all we are aware of in introspection of what experience is like is ordinary mind- 
independent objects and their properties. It is less straightforward to see how the Mental Paint 
View can be regarded as compatible with (1: 1), but I think it can. There are two possibilities. 
One of them is to hold that what experience is about includes certain information about the 
experience itself Searle (1983), who claims that the subject-matter of experience contains a 
self-referential element, might perhaps be thought to have such a view. The other possibility is 
to say that although what experience is about includes mental paint properties, *in having the 
experience one is not aware of them as properties of the experience. Instead, the thought is, 
one projects these properties onto the world. An example of this kind of position may perhaps 
be found in Boghossian and Velleman 1997a who hold that colour properties are properties of 
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experience that are projected onto external objects. Shoemaker 1996b, too, holds that there are 
mental p=t properties, but that this is not obvious in introspection. (He motivates their 
presence in terms of thought experiments, such as the inVerted spectrum. ) Both these 
possibilities allow for the subject-matter of experience to include mental pairit properties. 
One might attempt to argue that despite its neutrality on a characterisation of subject-matter, 
(L'I) still establishes Intentionalism. The idea is that whatever the subject-matter of experience 
is, it can be accounted for by intentional content. What experience is about is what experience 
represents. Tbus, whether experience is about ordinary objects and their properties in the 
world or whether it is about sense data, mental paint properties, or a combination of all these, 
intentional properties take care of it. Byrne 2001 may be thought to provide an argument along 
these lines. I will discuss this argument in the last section of this chapter. 
(9) Some doubts about (LT) 
I now want to articulate some worries about the prospect of establishing g-: r) by appeal to 
phenomenology. These worries apply whether one holds that appeal to phenomenology merely 
bridges the gap between (LT*) and J: I), or whether one thinks that it establishes ý-I) on its 
own. There are two main points I want to discuss. They both emerge when we try to 
understand in more detail what is required for (L'I) to be so established. 
Worry I 
Consider again the argument that the objects and properties one is aware of do not appear to 
change when shifting from attending to what is experienced to introspective attention of what 
such expenence is like. Tye says: 
If you are attending to how things look to you, as opposed to how they are independent of how 
they look, you are bringing to bear your faculty of introspection. But in so doing, you are not 
aware of any inner object or thing. The only objects of winch you are aware are the external 
ones making up the scene before your eyes. Nor ... are you directly aware of any qualities of 
your experience. Your experience is thus transparent to you. (Tye 2000,46-7) 
Tye claims that in introspection all one is aware of are objects and properties that are part of 
the scene before one's eyes. Reflecting on visual phenomenology supposedly shows that there 
is no more to one's first-person awareness of phenomenal character than one's awareness of 
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what experience is about. This seems to InVolve a cotnp=Son between phenomenal character 
and what experience is about. How might such a comparison be accomplished? 
Tye calls what experience is about 'the scene before your eyes'. In other places, he uses the 
phrase 'the content of experience' (Tye 1992,160). He thus assumes that the content of my 
experience - the subject-matter of my current Visual experience - is equivalent to the scene 
before my eyes. Or perhaps more accurately, he seems to think that in order to characteriSe the 
content of experience one simply needs to look around and characterise one's perceptual 
environment. We have therefore an easy way to charactense what experience is about by 
characterising the scene before one's eyes. So, returning to the idea that gJ) is established by 
performing a comparison, the following suggestion might be found in Tye: one compares what 
one is introspectively aware of with one's awareness of the scene before one's eyes. 
But let us concentrate on the apparently effortless move from what experience is about to the 
scene before one's eyes. I am not sure we can simply take it for granted in this context. My 
worry is that all sorts of descriptions count as a characterisation of the scene before one's eyes. 
For example, one might include people's intentions and emotions in how one charactetises a 
scene: 'Sabrina is chasing the pig angrily through the garden, waving her arms in frustration 
and trying to corner the little scoundrel. ' Or, one might incorporate one's background 
knowledge and beliefs about things seen. An ornithologist might observe the following: 'Ihe 
male flamingo performs a spectacular mating dance in front of the females. 'Jones might point 
out a man at the bar to Smith, 'there is a liar drinking Guinness. ' All these are perfectly good 
characterisations of the scene before one's eyes. Each can also be thought of as the potential 
subject-matter of some state, utterance or sentence. But can they be taken to be the subject- 
matter of a given experience? Opinions diverge as to whether emotions, intentions or 
something's being a mating dance can be part of what is literally seen. Depending on one's 
view, a characterisation of the scene before one's eyes may diverge significantly from the 
characterisation of the subject-matter of experience. For the purposes of establishing (LI), 
however, we have to make sure that when we characterise the former, we are indeed capturing 
the latter. 
How could one go about this taskP One natural suggestion is that one resort to introspective 
reflection on experience to help finding out what experience is about. One reflects on one's 
experience while undergoing it and this way one n-dght be able to decide what in the scene 
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before one's eyes is part of the Visual presentation. Especially if (LT) is true, there should be 
no trouble: according to it introspection merely reveals what experience is about. But, 
obviously, this is not going to work for the task at hand. If introspectively reflecting on what 
experience is like reveals merely what experience is about, 4: 1) is true. Then we can find out 
easilY about the subject-matter of experience in introspection. But how is it deternn ed that 
OL: 1) is true? This is the question we set out to explore in the first place. It seems that we 
cannot use introspection to tell us about the correct characterisation of the subject-matter of 
experience if we want the latter to figure in a comparison with introspective awareness. What 
we need for the comparison to be non-CirCular is some non-i . ntm-ipech . ve way of gretting ai grip on 
the subject-matter of experience. 
Do we have any non-mtrospective way of singling out a charactetisation of the subject-matter 
of experience? Well, of course, as philosophers and as ordinary people we all have views about 
what can be part of a visual presentation of a scene. For example, most people would agree 
that being a liar, or liat-ness cannot be part of a visual presentation. Liar-ness is not a visible 
property. We do sometimes speak of being able to see that someone is lying. However, what is 
meant by this is that one can see the tell-tale behavioural signs that your average person 
exhibits when lying, e. g. blushing, squirming around uncomfortably, or perhaps, a shifty look 
in the eyes. None of these behavioural characteristics are thought to constitute lying. On the 
other hand, being a round shape, or roundness is usually judged to be a visible property. While 
roundness is generally considered a Visible property, this does not mean that people would 
expect to be able to see a round object the siZe of an electron. A visible property has to be of 
the right scale. Although there is probably a lot of agreement on what counts as a visible 
property among ordinary people, there will also be plenty of disagreement. Relying on our 
intuitive view will certainly not produce stable results in this matter. Now, perhaps there is a 
physical theory or a theory of psychology or some other kind about what makes for a visible 
property. Such a theory might be extracted from common practice or be corrective of it (or 
both). If there were such a theory, then one could use it to tell one in a given case which 
charactetisation of the scene before one's eyes also captured the subject-matter of experience. 
But one would have to know this theory first in order to successfully manage the comparison. 
And (IA) is supposedly available to anyone merely by introspectively attending to experience 
from the first-person perspective. One would not expect this to include mastery of what would 
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be a fairly complicated theory. At the very least, proponents of (L-1) would be guilty of 
considerable rnisadvertisement-11 
In sum, characterising the scene before one's eyes and characterising the subject-matter of 
experience are not automatically the same. This creates a problem for a comparison between 
what experience is about and introspective awareness of phenomenal character. Both, 
introspective as well as non-introspective ways of getting a grip on the subject-matter of 
experience are unhelpful. We therefore cannot use any comparison between awareness of the 
subject-matter of experience and introspective awareness to establish (U). Talk in terms of 
'the scene before one's eyes' obscures this problem. 
But a proponent of (LI) - Tye included - might not have in n-dnd any comparison implicit or 
explicit. Instead, they might say that we are brmtely aware of the fact that introspective reflection 
on experience merely reveals what such experience is about. It is simply obvious in 
introspection that this IS the case and no comparison is needed. On this view, appeal to 
phenomenology establishes (L: I) by supplying us With brute awareness of it. 
But that does not seern very plausible. Such brute awareness would fim-iish one with awareness 
of two facts. One would come to a view as to what experience is about. Moreover, one would 
learn that what experience is like is nothing over and above what it is about. Together these 
two facts we are supposed to learn in *introspection amount to a fairly sophisticated package. I 
think that the claim that we become aware of complex states of affair like these does not sit 
well with holding that this kind of introspective awareness is brute. Brute knowledge or 
awareness tends to go with more simple and primitive fact. So, although saying that one is 
brutely aware of these complicated facts concerning (LT) is not incoherent, it is not very 
persuasive either. 
Worry 2 
I want to discuss a fin-ther worry about (LT). Recall (LT*), the weaker claim that awareness of 
subject-matter of experience is an essential part of introspective awareness of what experience 
is like. I noted that this does not exclude the possibility that one is introspectively aware of 
more than the state's subject-matter. Now I want to suggest that there is good reason to hold 
" See chapter 5 for a development of this theme. 
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that something along these lines is positively required. For there must be a difference between 
ordinary awareness of what one is experiencing and introspective awareness of what it is like to 
undergo that experience. Attending to what one is presented with and introspectively attending 
to what it is Visually like to be so presented to are not the same. The first is perceptually 
attending to things In the world, the other is introspectively attending to one's own mind. Even 
if attention to the latter requires some attention to the former, something needs to mark the 
difference. Specifically, in introspecting one's experience, there must be some sense in which one 
becomes aware of one's experience. This seems to be required *in order to be able to know, on 
the basis of introspection, that one is aware of the subject-matter of experience and not merely 
of something in one's environment. 
Can a defender of (1: 1) account for this difference? She might say that it resides not in what 
one is aware of but in how one is aware of it. In one case, one is experientially aware of 
something, in the other introspectively. After all, one can distinguish one's desire diatp from 
one's hope thatp perfectly fine without requiring that the subject-matter of the hope is distinct 
from the subject-matter of the desire. But this is not analogous: the objects of the desire and 
hope are by hypothesis the same. We do not start out with such an assumption in the 
experience/introspection case. Indeed, as we noted above, the direction of attention in the 
experience/mtrospection pair is not the same. To repeat, one is attending to things in the 
world, the other to one's own mind. Prima facie this would suggest that the experience and the 
introspective state have different objects. 
Defenders of ý_'I) will reply that their point is that in attending to one's own mind in this case, 
i. e. to the character of one's experience, one attends to the world. They will say that I am 
simply trussing this central point. But I am not: (LT*) can account for that point just as wen. 
The crucial question is whether (U) in turn can account for the fact that in introspection we 
are aware of our own mind in any sense at all. Since the subject-matter of introspective 
awareness is supposedly identical with what one is aware of In experience defenders of (LT) 
can appeal merely to the kind of mental activity we are engaged in when mtrospecting. And 
that does not seem to get it right. A mere change in how one is aware of something does not 
seem sufficient to account for the difference between being aware of the world and being 
aware of an aspect of one's mind. The difference seems to reside in the subject-matter of the 
awareness and not III our attitude to what is, In fact, the same subject-matter. 
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Stoljar (forthcoming) voices related sentiments. He thinks that the stronger claim - that there 
is no awareness of experience itself in introspection - runs irito trouble. Suppose it is possible 
to have an episode of Visual perception and one of visual imagination with identical subject- 
matter. Given the claim that in introspection one is not aware of experience at all, it would 
seem to follow that one cannot introspectively tell the two situations apart. Stoljar thinks that 
this is false - on his view we can distinguish the two cases in introspection. For instance, we 
are disposed to acquire the belief that things are as we perceive them but not that things are as 
we imagine them. This difference in inclination to believe can be explained in terms of the 
difference in functional role that the two kinds of episode occupy in our mental economy. And 
since, by hypothesis the two episodes have identical subject-matter, StoIjar says, one must be 
introspectively aware of experience itself. He also maintains that it is obvious -'a datum' - that 
introspection yields some awareness of one's experiences. Let us call this 'StoIjar's Datum'. 
While I am sympathetic to his overall point here, the way I have formulated the challenge to 
defenders of q: 1) does not rely on the deliverance of introspection. 
StoIjar argues that defenders of the 'argument from diaphanousness', as he calls it, ought not to 
hold that in introspection one is not aware of one's experience at all, but rather that one is not 
&reqyl aware of it. In other words, these philosophers should say that M 'introspection we have 
direct awareness of the subject-matter of experience, but only indirect awareness of the 
experiences themselves. -34 What is the distinction between direct and indirect awareness? 
StoIjar's proposal assumes a classic account of this distinction, found among others M Jackson 
(1977,19-20). First we define indirect awareness. A subject S is indirectly aware of some < if 
and only if S IS aware of xM virtue of being aware of somey, where x andy are distinct. Direct 
awareness is then defined negatively. S is directly aware of x if and only if S is aware of x and S 
is not indirectly aware of x. 
Can the distinction between direct and indirect awareness help to meet the challenge put to 
defenders of (LT)? Following StoIjar's suggestion, they might say that we have to recognise 
two levels of awareness, direct and indirect. (LT) specifies only the former. So, proponents of 
this line would already make one concession: they would have to admit that (LT) IS not the 
whole story. But at the same time, they would point out, (LT) itself is not shown to be 
mistaken. It does the job of specifying exhaustively what we are directly aware of In 
34 And he thinks that most proponents of the argument have in mind something along these lines. That is to say, 
they would endorse the claim that we have indirect awareness of experience in introspection. 
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introspection. Of course, we have to look to a further, indirect level of awareness to provide us 
with the materials to meet the challenge. We are introspectively aware of our own mind - of 
our own experience - only Indirectly. 
Tye 2000, for instance, might be interpreted to hold that introspection affords indirect 
awareness of one's experience by being directly aware of what experience is aboUt. 35 Onels not 
introspectively aware of what experience is like by being aware of properties of experience; 
rather such awareness is 'awareness-tbat - awareness that an experience with a certain 
phenomenal character is present. ' (52) The latter arises automatically, he says, without the help 
of background belief and inferences. As noted in chapter 1, section (2), for Tye 'introspection is 
a reliable process involving the application of certain recognitional concepts (phenomenal 
concepts) to some input (direct awareness of objects and properties in the world) yielding as 
output a belief that one is undergoing a state with that subject-matter couched 'in phenomenal 
terms. He envisages this process to be similar to introspective awareness of one's own 
thoughts: here, the introspective process takes direct awareness of what one thinks as input 
and yields as output a belief that one is having a thought with such a subject-matter via the 
application of a recognitional concept. One is introspectively aware of the thought indirectly, 
but without the help of inference or reasoning. The introspective process is responsible for 
this non-inferential transmission of awareness. The difference between the two cases, thought 
and experience, resides in the concepts applied in introspection. One kind of concept - the 
concept of a thought that PM its first-person singular, present tense application - enables a 
belief that one is undergoing a thought with a certain subject-matter. Another kind of concept 
-a phenomenal concept - enables a belief that one is undergoing an experience with a certain 
phenomenal character. (rye 2000,26-9) 
Does Tye's view meet the challenge of accommodating a sense of awareness of one's own 
experience? At first glance, the answer might appear 'yes'. For, Tye claims that one is indirectly 
aware in introspection that one is undergoing an experience with a certain phenomenal 
character thanks to an automatic process. The latter takes one from direct awareness of the 
subject-matter of experience to indirect awareness that one is having an experience with a 
'When we introspect our experiences and feelings, we become aware of what it is like for us to undergo diem. 
But we are not directly aware of those experiences and feelings; nor are we directly aware of any of their qualities. 
The qualities to which we have direct access are the external ones, the qualities that, if they are qualities of 
anything, are qualities of external things. By being aware of these qualities, we are aware of phenomenal 
character. 'Tye 2000,51. 
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certain character via the application of special phenomenal concepts. So, indirect awareness- 
that IS proVided by introspection because it is based on direct awareness of what experience is 
about together with automatic concept application in the introspective process. 
But on closer inspection some questions arise. On the above proposal, defenders of JJ) hold 
that all that one is directly aware of in introspection is the subject-matter of experience. And 
they want to say that one is introspectively indirectly aware of one's experiences themselves. It 
seems to me that proponents of this view owe us some plausible account of the relation 
between these two types of awareness. Suggesting that God simply gives us indirect 
introspective awareness would not be satisfactory, for example. At any rate, if one's 
introspective awareness of experience is to be indirect, it has to arise in virtue of something 
else one is directly aware of It would be natural to expect that one is indirectly aware of one's 
experience in virtue of being directly aware of one's experience's subject-matter. The proposal 
scarcely makes sense otherwise. For suppose there is no significant relation between the direct 
awareness characterised by (11J) and the indirect awareness that yields awareness of one's 
experience. The latter has to be based on something that we are directly aware of but that is 
not part of (1ý. But then it IS not true that the only things we are directly aware of in 
introspection is characterised by (L; T). Consequently, those who want to respond to the 
challenge by making a distinction between direct and indirect awareness need to tell us how 
indirect introspective awareness is based on direct awareness of the subject-matter of 
experience. 
What IS this relation, on Tye's view? He does say that one becomes aware of experience by 
being directly aware of objects and properties Mi the world. He therefore intends the indirect 
awareness of one's experience to be based on direct awareness of what experience is about. 
But note that for Tye, indirect awareness of experience is the result of a reliable process in 
which the application of phenomenal concepts is triggered. There is no sense in which direct 
awareness of, say, property F itself affords or leads to ffirther indirect awareness of the 
experience as of some F. Being directly aware of F does causally trigger (in introspection) the 
application of concepts that result in indirect awareness of the experience. But that is 
compatible with mere causing; no other link need exist between the two kinds of awareness. 
However, if there is no further link it is hard to see how the awareness of experience deserves 
to be called 'indirect. We saw in the previous paragraph that indirect awareness of the 
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experience has to be based on direct awareness of what experience is of It is precisely this 
account that Tye still owes us. 
There is a further question. Recall the schematic definition of indirect awareness. A subject S is 
indirectly aware of some x if and only if S is aware of -< In virtue of being aware of some y, 
where v andy are distinct. We then defined direct awareness negatively: S is directly aware of x 
if and only if S is aware of x and S is not indirectly aware of x. For the case at hand, we can fill 
in the schema a little more: a subject S is indirectly introspectively aware of her experience if 
and only if S is introspectively aware of her experience in virtue of being directly aware of what 
the experience is about. My question now is about the direct awareness M this schema. It is 
direct awareness of what experience is about, in virtue of which one becomes indirectly 
introspectively aware of the experience itself. I want to know what the mode of this direct 
awareness is. By 'mode' I mean whether it is direct introspective awareness, direct perceptual 
awareness or direct awareness in thought. (Perhaps there are other modes, but I do not think 
they would be relevant here. ) 
If S is indirectly introspectively aware of her experience, is this 'in virtue of being 
(a) directly perceptually aware of what her experience is about 
(b) directly aware in thought of what her experience is about, or 
(c) directly introspectively aware of what her experience is about? 
Immediately, I think we can rule out (b). A non-Mtrospective belief about what my experience 
is about is In principle available to me in the absence of having the experience, or even to 
someone other than me. Such a belief cannot provide the basis for introspective awareness of 
my experience since the latter at least requires that there is a relevant experience taking place at 
that time. That leaves (a) and (c). 
Which one do defenders of Oýý have in mind? It often looks as if philosophers put forward 
option (a). Shoemaker, in the passage I have quoted in the beginning of this chapter, says that 
in mtrospecting an experience as of a blue suminery sky or a red tomato 'neither the blue nor 
the red is an object of introspective awareness; these are experienced perceptually rather than 
introspectively, as located outside one, in the sky or in the tomato, not as features of one's 
experience. ' (Shoemaker 1996a, 100-101) So Shoemaker appears to hold that in introspection, 
one is perceptually aware of what experience is about. Tye, on the other hand, is not explicit. It 
is unclear which option he is endorsing. He says, e. g. '[v]ia introspection, you are directly aware 
52 
of a range of qualities that you experience as being qualities of surfaces at varying distances 
away ... by attending to what you experience outside, as it were, you 
know what it is like inside. ' 
(Tye 2000,47). Likewise, I think it is unclear which option Harman would prefer. He says 
'Mook at a tree and try to turn your attention to intrinsic features of your Visual experience. I 
predict that you will find that the only features there to turn your attention to will be features 
of the tree. ' (Harman 1990,667) Both Tye and Harman leave wide open as to whether what 
one is directly aware of in such a case is perceptual or introspective awareness. 
So which is it? Suppose it is option (a), i. e. direct perceptual awareness of what experience is 
about. The claim would be that in introspection, S is indirectly introspectively aware of her 
experience in virtue of being directly perceptually aware of what her experience is about. Recall 
the two different views of uitrospecting phenomenal character I mentioned in chapter 1, 
section (1). It may be thought to be either an everyday sort of introspective awareness or a 
special sort of introspective awareness. Certainly, (a) would fit with the idea that introspective 
awareness of phenomenal character is an everyday introspective awareness. According to it, 
introspection of phenomenal character normally accompanies our conscious perceptual 
experience; indeed it is almost like a by-product of perception. We would still want to know, 
though, how direct perceptual awareness of what the experience is about gives rise to indirect 
introspective awareness of the experience. Simply to claim that it does is not much of an 
account yet, merely the promise of one. 
This problem gets exacerbated if one prefers the idea that our introspective awareness of 
phenomenal character is a special sort of awareness. For now we have to say that sometimes 
perceptual awareness of what experience is about gives rise to indirect introspective awareness 
of experience itself, but usually it does not. It does so when the subject is mitrospecting. But 
what does it mean for the subject to introspect on this view? There is nothing she does to begin 
with, other than merely attending to what she is experiencing - so far this is equal to the 
normal non-introspective perceptual awareness. Compare this to a case of displaced 
perception. Suppose you have a cake in the oven and you want to check whether it is done. 
One way of doing this is to stick a toothpick in the cake. If the toothpick comes out clean, the 
cake is done. On such an occasion, some would hold that you see that the cake is done 'in 
virtue of seeing the clean toothpick. (Dretske 1995,41-44). In the case of displaced perception, 
the subject activates and uses background beliefs which together with her perception give rise 
to indirect awareness of something via inference. But if such use of background beliefs or 
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inferring activity is supposed to play a role in the introspection case, we have not yet been told 
about it. So it is reasonable to ask just what provides the subject with introspective awareness 
of her experience. Perhaps it is an act of will or a decision she makes - Now I will introspect' 
- which then causes her direct awareness of what she is experiencing to give rise to indirect 
awareness of the experience. Again, we are missing crucial details. Without them, the 
suggestion that in introspection one is indirectly introspectively aware of one's experience M 
virtue of being perceptually aware of what experience is about seems a bit magical. 
Suppose, finally, that it is option (c): the idea is that one is indirectly introspectively aware of 
one's experience in virtue of being directly introspectively aware of what experience is about. It 
may seem that this makes the question of how the former arises from the latter easier to 
answer. For, if my direct awareness is already in the introspective mode, it makes sense to 
think that any indirect awareness we have in virtue of it is also introspective awareness. But 
this would require that one could be introspectively directly aware of things that our 
experiences are typically about. If, for instance, our perceptual experiences are about ordinary 
objects in the world, then one would have to be able to be introspectively aware of tables and 
chairs. This seems almost a category mistake - it surely is very odd to say that one can directly 
introspect one's external perceptual environment! Option (c), then, does not make much sense. 
So it appears that the previous option (a) is the only viable one. However, given the questions I 
raised about it earlier, this leaves us with the mere promise of an account of the relation 
between direct awareness of what experience is about and indirect awareness of experience 
itself. 
An entirely different way to respond on behalf of (IJ) would be to embrace the idea that there 
is no significant difference between one's awareness of what experience is about and what 
experience is like. At first glance, it seems that Dretske (1995) who holds a view of 
introspection and introspective awareness of phenomenal character in some ways similar to 
Tye's, does so. Dretske maintains that the introspective process provides one with information 
d by representing states of affairs M the world. In Mitrospecting what about one's min 
experience is like one is aware of what such experience represents. 361-le, however, IS explicit 
about a certain consequence of his view. 
36 'Ile Representational 'nesis identifies the qualities of experience - qualia - with die properties objects are 
represented, as having. ' (65) 
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What we know by introspection is not that we have a mind, but what is 'in' the mind - i. e., the 
way things are being represented. ... If we know not only what we experience and think (i. e., 
what exists 'in' the mind), but that we experience and think it (that there is a mind it exists in), 
we do not know this by introspection. (57) 
Thus, given that one is introspectively aware only of what experience is about, mtrospection 
alone cannot supply any ffirther awareness that one is in a certain kind of state. Introspection 
turns out not to be the source of some important awareness or knowledge about the mind 
after all, i. e. of one's awareness that one is undergoing an experience or that one is having a 
thought. Put the other way around, if there is awareness of one's experiences as experiences, 
this turns out not to be introspective awareness. This plainly conflicts with 'Sto1jar's Datum', 
namely that intms pection furnishes us with some (indirect) awareness of one's experiences. 
But Dretske would smiply reject StoIjar's Datum. Having pointed out that his view of 
introspection and phenomenal character has this consequence, he professes great satisfaction 
at this fact: 
What the Representational Ilesis provides, then, is what it should provide. And no more. It 
reveals the source of first-person authority about the contents of the mind, about what it is we 
think and experience. It tells us how we know it is F we experience. It does not ten us how (or 
whether) we know we experience F, how (or whether) we know that we stand in those 
relations to F that make F part of the mind (i. e., a mental content). It shouldn't. Iliat is the 
business of epistemology. (57-8) 
Given my overall Views, I do not want to defend Sto1jar's Datum; after all, it is a claim about 
the deliverance of introspection about what experience is like. However, the way I formulated 
the worry in the beginning does not rely on any specific proposal about what introspection 
reveals. I argued that there must a difference between the case of ordinary experiential 
awareness and introspective awareness of what such experience is like. So, rejecting Sto1jar's 
Datum does not help to answer my challenge. Does Dretske reject my challenge as well? In 
fact, I am not sure. But it seems to me that even Dretske thinks that introspection provides us 
with some information, over and above that of information provided by merely having a 
particular experience. Presumably, since this information is introspectively acquired, it 
concerns our own minds in some sense or other. But what it is, given Dretske's denial that we 
are aware of experience itself in such a case, I cannot fathom. He says that we can know 
introspectively 'only what we experience and think' yet we cannot know 'that we experience 
and think it'. This appears to me either to disavow that introspection tells us anything over and 
above what experience tells us or to involve a straightforward contradiction. 
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My two worries are not conclusive arguments against (L'I). But they do make a reasonable case 
for (LT*) rather than q: I). So, if one is persuaded by the claim that first-person reflection on 
what experience is like reveals what experience is about, one should not make this an exclusive 
and exhaustive claim about phenomenal character. And if this is correct, then it will not be a 
claim about visual phenomenology that is of much use in the Standard Method. 
(6) Weaker IntendonaNsm 
In a recent paper, Alex Byrne has advocated an Intentionalist view of experience (Byrne 2001). 
Byrne's view is of interest to the topic of this chapter. As I will show, his argument for 
Intentionalisin rests essentially on a version of (LT), the looking-through claim. I have argued 
that (1: 1) does not entail a particular view of the subject-matter of experience. But Byrne 
would not be out of sympathy with this claim; Intentionalism, as he defends it, is a very weak 
view. It is in principle compatible with the view that we are aware of 'mental paint' as well as 
with Sense Datum Theory. In short, Byrne holds that Intentionalism IS compatible with any 
view of experiential subject-matter. The difference between Byrne and me is therefore that he 
holds that (L: T) nonetheless establishes a weak form of Intentionalism, while I hold that (1: 1) 
does no such d-iing since it can be accommodated by any of the major views of the 
metaphysics of experience. 
Let me first set out his view and show how his argument rests on a version of (Ul). Byrne 
wishes to defend Intentionalism about visual experience, i. e. the view that the intentional 
content of experience determines its phenomenal character. Put differently, if there is any 
change in phenomenal character there is also a change in intentional content (Cf also Tye 
2000,45). The formulation of the thesis in terms of dete i ation is deliberate; Byrne does not 
want to claim anything stronger than supervenience and he does not think that claims about 
reduction or individuation follow from the simple supervenience claim. 
Byrne takes for granted the idea that experience has intentional or propositional content. He 
maMtains that the basic claim that experience has such content is uncontroversial: 
[t1he notion that a subject's perceptual e-%perience represents the world to be a certain way - the 
way the world perceptual# seems to the subject - should be no more controversial than the 
notion that a subject's belief state represents the world to be a certain way - the way the subject 
takes the world to be. (201) 
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According to Byrne, the notion of intentional content he employs is a very thin notion; such 
content is an abstract object that has veridicality conditions and 'is the object of some 
propositional attitude-like psychological state' (201fn5). On this thin understanding, 
propositional content is not necessarily expressible in a that-clause. He also concedes that there 
are some difficult questions about the exact details of such content on an occasion. But, he 
says, this does not matter greatly since Intentionalism. is in certain respects a very weak thesis: 
'It IS neutral on the question of what our perceptual experiences are about. '(204) 
Given this last qualification, when Byrne takes for granted that experience represents the world 
to be a certain way, he must use the term in some very wide sense so as to accommodate 'any 
view about the content and objects of perception'. The uncontroversial assumption he has -in 
mind must be the basic idea that experience has aboutness or subject-matter. But then Byrne 
moves from this innocuous idea of aboutness straight to the notion of intentional or 
representational content. 'When one sees a cat, one's experience is 'about' the cat: this is the 
representational or intentional component of the expenence. '(199). This move is controversial. 
While it may be true that one can account for the nature of Visual experience in terms of 
intentional content no matter how the subject-matter is characterised, this needs to be shown 
by argument. If experience has intentional content - i. e. if it is individuated in terms of 
intentional properties - this does not simply fall out of the observation that experience 
has 
subject-matter. Byrne slides between the broader and the more restricted ways of using the 
term 'content' I set out in chapter 1.1 will come back to this point later. 
Byrne's argument consists of two premises from which Intentionalism is supposed to follow. 
The first premise is that if there is a sudden change in phenomenal character, a suitably 
idealised subject of experience will notice it. To such subjects, in other words, 'changes 'in 
phenomenal character are self-infi=ting. ' The second premise is that if the subject detects a 
change in phenomenal character of two experiences, then these experiences differ 'in content. 
From this he draws the desired conclusion: 'if a (suitably idealized) subject's consecutive 
experiences are the same in content, then they are the same in phenomenal character. ' (213)37 
37 Byrne then goes on to show that the various restrictions, such as idealisation of subject, consecutive order of 
experiences and intra-subject scope can be relaxed. Without these restrictions the conclusion of the argument is 
'for any two possible experiences e and e*ý if they differ in phenomenal character, then they differ in content. ' 
(217) 
57 
Let us grant the first pteMise for the purposes of d-iis discussion. I now want to look at the 
second premise. It is the heart of the argument. Here it is stated in full: 
Assume that a subject enjoys an experience e that ends at t and then experience e*ý and that 
after I the subject notices a change in phenomenal character, solely on the basis of her current 
experience e* and the (perfect memory produced by her past experience e). Then the way 
things seem to the subject when she enjoys e differs from the way things seem when she enjoys 
e*ý That is, the content of e differs from the content of e-*ý (210) 
How does Byrne argue for it? To recognise the truth of this premise, he holds one has to look 
at how a subject discovers the phenomenal character of a given experience. Say a subject has 
an experience as of a green ball. Then, M order to discover the phenomenal character of this 
experience she has to look at the ball and ascertain its apparent colour. And, Byrne maintains 
this is all there is to it: 'Nothing else will do the job, and nothing more is needed. ' (210) In 
support of this view he mentions 'Evans' insight', namely that one gets knowledge of one's 
own experiential state by re-using the very same conceptual skills that one uses to make 
judgements about the world in having the experience (Evans 1982,227-8). The idea is that in 
order to discover the phenomenal character of one's experience, one has to do the same things 
one would do if one were attempting to determine the features of the objects one perceives. 
Byme gives us an example: 
We induce in our subject a red afterimage experience; how does she discover its phenomena] 
character? ... [SIhe determines 
the apparent quality of the (intentional) object of her 
experience - the afterimage. The subject attends to the world as it appears to her.... 
Admittedly, any particular specification of the content of her afterimage experience will court 
controversy. ... However, this does not affect the point that the subject can only 
discover the 
phenomenal character of her experience by attending to the world (whether external or 
internal) as her experience represents it. (211) 
Byrne insists that the sole basis for noticing changes in phenomena] character is attention to 
how the world appears. 'Any other information [the subject] might extract from her 
experiences, if it is not information about the way the world appeared or appears, is not 
relevant. ' (211) This is just the claim that in attending to what experience is like one merely 
attends to what experience is about - that In introspection we look through experience only to 
what it is about. In other words, Byme holds (L: I). 38 '111_iS central second premise *in Byme's 
case for Intentionalism is not itself argued for. Apart firom. a gesture towards Evans, this claim 
about our introspective awareness of phenomenal character is stated rather than established. 
18 1 should say 'something like (1-71ý' because Byrne does not restrict his view to vision. 
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By-me clearly assumes that it is at bottom not very contentious. I suggest this is because he 
takes it to be grounded in an introspectively obvious fact about the phenomenology of our 
expe-nences. 
Byrne's footnote 22 might seem to conflict with my suggestion. Illere he says that 'the 
argument for Mtentionalism given [in his paper] does not rely on transparency'. However, he 
construes the transparency claim as the denial that we are introspectively aware of any 
properties of experience. Since he holds that Intentionalism is compatible with postulating 
awareness of mental paint properties or sense data, he is not interested in making such a strong 
claim. I will comment on this generous aspect of his view in a moment. Concerning the 
present issue, note that q-'I) is not the transparency claim as Byrne construes it. (L: T) is the 
claim that In introspection of what experience is like one is aware merely of what experience is 
about. Hence (U) is compatible with very different Views of the subject-matter of experience, 
including one that posits mental paint properties. 
We can now understand the agreement between Byrne and me. Byrne holds that positive 
claims about the subject-matter of experience are independent of a defence of Intentionalism. 
I argued that (11: 1) does not bias any view of experiential subject-matter. As I have 'just said, 
Byrne's argument for Intentionalism relies essentially on an appeal to phenomenology, namely 
that M attending to what experience is like one merely attends to what experience is about. But 
in order for Intentionalism to be all-inclusive ui the sense Byrne intends, this appeal to 
phenomenology cannot prejudice any view of the subject-matter of experience, either. Hence, 
Byrne and I are in agreement about this liberal aspect of q: 1). 
The point at which Byrne and I part company IS where he would insist that although OM is 
neutral between different Views of the subject-matter of experience, it is still sufficient to 
establish Intentionalism. This I do not agree with. I want to make several points. The first 
relates to the Intentionalist thesis itself As we noted, Byrne's formulation in terms of 
supervenience is deliberate; he does not want to claim anything stronger than this. However, 
this makes for a very weak thesis indeed. For, mere supervenience is simply a strong modal 
correlation. It leaves open the possibility of a perfect correlation between intentional properties 
of the content of experience and, for instance, mental paint properties constituting 
phenomenal character. In what sense, one might therefore ask, has Byrne establisbed 
Intentionalism? All it seems he has done is not ruled it out. 
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However, a defender of Byrne could respond in the following way to this criticism. She might 
concede that the Intentionalist thesis does not provide an argument refuting the existence of 
mental paMt properties of experience and their role in accounting for phenomenal character. 
But, she would insist there is no positive need for postulating them either. An account of 
phenomenal character only in terms of representational properties satisfies the Intentionalist 
thesis. As such it is a metaphysically more economical account because it involves only one 
kind of property (intentional properties) rather than at least two (intentional and mental paint 
properties). On grounds of simplicity, then, we ought to prefer Intentionalism (Cf. also Tye 
2000). 1 suppose that unless it could be shown that there is some requirement for mental paint 
properties of experience after all or that the claim of economy is misleading 'in some way this is 
not a bad defence. But, then again, it does depend on one's general metaphysical 
commitments. This kind of defence will strike materialists very potent. Committed dualists, on 
the other hand, are not going to be persuaded by it. And even those who look to the case of 
phenomenal consciousness to decide the issue without prior preference, are also not going to 
find the Intentionalist's claim of simplicity intuitively obvious. 
The next point I want to make concerns Byrne's move from the observation that experience 
essentially has aboutness to the idea that experience has intentional content. As I pointed out 
earlier, this is a non-trivial move to make and it is most likely based on an equivocation 
between the innocuous idea that experience has subject-matter and the claim that experience 
has intentional content. But from Byrne's perspective the move probably seems rather 
unassurning. Byrne is plugging into a certain established conception of the debate about the 
nature of experience. It involves the default assumption that experience has intentional 
content. The main question argued over by rival camps is whether an account of experience 
requires us to postulate any properties besides such content. 39ne debate is therefore thought to 
take place between Intentionalists and defenders of the Mental Pait View. Sense Datum 
Theory hardly gets a look in, while the non-common factor view Disjunctivism/Nalve Realism 
is usually entirely ignored. Such prejudice, of course, does not exactly provide a good reason 
for accepting the move in question. At the very least, then, Byrne's case for Intentionalism is 
mcomplete on this score. 
39 CE Byrne's characterisation of the debate in the beguming of his paper. See also the references he cites for each 
side of the debate. 
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Finally, Byrne's argument cruciaRy rests on die assumption of (LT). Byrne presents the matter 
with an air of self-evidence and beyond serious challenge. As I have tried to show, in the 
previous section, d-iings; are far from straightforward and closer investigation quickly leads to 
serious questions about the legitimacy of VI). I will not repeat these doubts here. But if I am 
right, then it seems all that Byrne is entitled to is (LT*). But the latter would not allow him to 
draw the conclusion he desires. 
Let me finish the discussion of Byme's paper with a remark about his treatment of Sense 
Datum theory. In the second half of the paper, Byme attempts to answer an array of standard 
objections to Intentionalism. An Important part of this defence consists 'in his showing that the 
core idea of Intentionalism makes almost no demands on how to specify the intentional 
content of experience. For instance, M the case of mental pamt properties an Intentionalist 
could simply say that such properties are part of what IS represented in experience. The truth- 
evaluable content of experience is partly self-reflexive. Byme acknowledges that somebody 
might reject his account of mental pamt properties. His point IS that the mere postulation of 
such properties does not force one to abandon Intentionalism. 
Similarly for sense data. But here Byrne claims moreover that on closer inspection it turns out 
that the defender of Sense Datum Theory must 'go representational' in any case. He points out 
that Sense Datum Theory is driven by the argument from illusion. The idea is to explain 
sameness In phenomenal character of a pair of matching veridical perception and hallucination 
or illusion by reference to the subject's acquaintance with a special sensory object that these 
experiences have in common. However, Byrne argues, mere thing-awareness has the problem 
that one can be aware of some F without being aware of it as F. One therefore has to specify, 
concerning a particular red sense datum, that one is aware of it that it is red. Thus In order to 
specify phenomenal character, one needs to introduce representational content. (226) 
It is one thing to say that acquaintance with a special sensory object is not sufficient to account 
for phenomenal character. But it is another thing to say that acquaintance is irrelevant. 40 Now, 
10 Although I do not find Byrne's argument convincing even on the first point that acquaintance with special 
sensory objects is not sufficient to account for phenomenal character. Byrne says that awareness of a red' sense 
datum should be understood not to imply awareness of the sense datum as red'. (226) But why should the 
defender of Sense Datum Theory concede this? Byrne's argument is that such 'would be the natural way of taking 
it' since the principle mentioned above - one can be aware of some F without being aware of it as F- is part of 
'ordinary parlance'. But a proponent of Sense Datum Theory could simply stipulate that the relation of 
acquainýýce between a subject and a special sensory object'is such that there is an implication from being aware 
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Byrne is right to hold that the Sense Datum view is a response to the argument from illusion. 
Acquaintance with special sensory objects serves to provide for a common factor between 
indistinguishable veridical perceptions, hallucinations and illusions. But then, Intentionalism, 
too, is a response to the argument from illusion; intentional content serves as a common factor 
between different kinds of experience that are indistinguishable to the subject. 41 So why should 
one opt for acquaintance With sensory objects rather than for *intentional content? An answer 
to this reveals a further motivation that fuels the Sense Datum view. This is the perceived need 
to account for a particular feature of phenomenal character. Sense Datum theorists hold that a 
crucial feature of what experience is like is that in experience one is presented with objects and 
their features is as if they actually exist (See e. g. Price 1932,63; Robinson 1994,32. Also 
Sturgeon 2000,34). It is an account of this feature that is thought to require acquaintance with 
objects rather than, say, representation. Byrne's claim that defenders of Sense Datum Theory 
have to 'go representational' ignores this crucial motivation of the former. 42 
of a red' datum to being aware of a datum as red'. After all, this acquaintance relation is very special and highly 
theoretical. Perhaps it is thus not unreasonable to regard common speech to be irrelevant to it. 
11 For the various motivational forces of all the rival views on the nature of experience, see Martin's exposition 
and analysis of the structure of the debate in the philosophy of perception. Martin 1998, manuscript. 
42 1 will investigate this phenomenological claim made, amongst others, by proponents of the Sense Datum 
Theory in chapter 4. There I will argue that Intentionalism. can accornmodate the claim, given a certain 
interpretation of it. 
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Chapter 3 
Transparency Part 11: Mind-independence 
(1) Introduction 
In this chapter I am again concerned with a particular claim about Visual phenomenology. I 
focus on the second of the two claims that are part of the appeal to transparency which I set 
out in section (3) of the last chapter. I have called it the 'Nfind-mdependence claim' (MI). Many 
philosophers today accept it as bedrock introspective evidence. They take for granted that in 
visual experience 'the world is just presented to one'. The assumption is that simple reflection 
on Visual experience reveal it to be so; it allegedly exposes that one's experience is as of 
ordinary nUnd-111dependent objects and their properties. Thus, mmd-independence is taken to 
be part of phenomenal character of visual experience. 
(NIT) Introspection of what visual experience is like reveals that it looks as if rmnd- 
independent objects and their properties are before one. 
I think (N1l) is false. Reflection on visual phenomenology does not bear out any 
phenomenological awareness of apparent ontological status. 
The discussion in this chapter is structured as follows. In the next section, I consider in what 
sense mind-mdependence might be thought to be present in visual phenomenology. I argue 
that the literature contains a proposal to the effect that apparent mind-independence is part of 
what experience is like in virtue of its spatial character. The chief part of this chapter is spent 
discussing this proposal and hence this line of support for (MI). In section (3), 1 pursue the 
idea of a general relation between two phenomenological features, such that one is 
introspectively aware of the second in virtue of being aware of the first I express doubt that 
such a general relation can be found which would be suitable to support the particular 
proposal concerning spatial character and apparent tnind-independence. In section (4), 1 then 
turn my attention to the specific notion of spatial character that might plausibly figure M this 
proposal. Focus tends to be on the three-dimensiOnality of such character. I question that 3D 
spatial character significantly advances the case for apparent mind-independence. In section 
(5), 1 set out and discuss a particular case for a conceptual connection between space and 
mmd-mdependence associated with Strawson (1959,1966) and Evans (1985). 1 argue that this 
conceptual connection, if plausible at all, cannot be used to buttress the proposal about spatial 
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character and apparent mind-independence. This concludes my specific case against (N41). In 
the last section, however, I present and reject an argument put forward by Boghossian and 
Velleman (1997a) to the effect that the spatial character of experiences of after-images gives 
rise to the appearance of these entities as MMd-dependent. I add this discussion of apparent 
mind-dependence in order to make dear that I object to (N41) not because I hold instead that it 
looks as if one is presented with mmd-dependent objects and their properties. I object to (Nfl) 
because I reject the idea of any sort of Visually apparent mode of existence or ontologlical 
status. 
(2) Alind-independence 
There are diverse conceptions of mind-independence available, differing in strength. The 
strongest one, articulated in Williams (1978), conceives of reality completely independently of 
any human cognition. This mind-independent reality IS 'a reality which exists independently of 
... knowledge, and indeed ... independently of any thought or experience. ' (64) Williams calls 
it the conception of 'what is there anyway', the 'absolute conception of reality'. Kanes 
conception of the nournena (things M themselves) is also an articulation of the absolute 
conception of reality. Kant holds that we cannot know the world of noumena and Williams, 
too, gives reason to doubt whether we could ever know reality absolutely conceived. Any 
knowing requires representing what is known and hence conceptualising what IS known from a 
human point of view. In the face of Kant's and Williams' doubts about the knowability of an 
absolute conception of reality, it would seem odd to expect such a notion of mind- 
independence to be present 111 the phenomenology. It IS likely that defenders of N11) would be 
content with something less strong. A weaker conception of mind-independence can be found 
in Campbell (1997). Mind-independence, on this conception, requires merely existence 
unperceived. It therefore allows for some dependence on hunian cognition. For instance, 
dispositional properties that make ineliminable reference to human experience. may 
nonetheless be considered mind-independent, as long as somed-iing can have it In the absence 
of being perceived. 43Whedier it is this, or some other relevantly similar conception of Mind- 
independence that defenders of (MI) are thinking of does not matter much to this discussion. 
43 This conception is also found in Strawson (1959) and Evans (1985), see section (5) of this chapter. It would not 
surpnse me if it was based on Kant's conception of the objective empirical world, i. e. the world of phenomena, or 
the things as they are for us (but, of course, without any idealist trappings). 
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In which way might one hold that a certain feature F is present in, or part of, what experience 
is like? By this I do not mean to ask about the metaphysics of phenomenal features. I mean to 
ask about the general manner or fashion in which a phenomenal feature might be present 
when one is introspectively aware of it. There are two main options. One way would be to 
suggest that the presence of phenomenal feature F should be thought of as a simple or 
monadic presence. The idea is that one may be introspectively aware of F by beiný_' presented 
with an instance of it, without this requiring one to be aware of any other phenomenal feature. 
Two kinds of requiring need to be distinguished here, namely the co-Mstantiating kind and the 
generative kind. Introspective awareness of F may require introspective awareness of another 
phenomenal feature G because F is never present in phenomenal characterwithout the G also 
being present. Whether as a contingent matter of fact or by necessity, G may always 
accompany F in introspection of what experience is like. So, whenever one is introspectively 
aware of F-ness one is also introspectively aware of G-ness. For example, one might think that 
introspective awareness of a shape feature, say roundness, is always accompanied by 
introspective awareness of some colour or odier. 44This kind of requiring - the accompanying 
kind - is compatible with a feature being present In the monadic way. While M this case 
introspective awareness of F comes with introspective awareness of G, the former does not 
bring about the latter. Introspective awareness of F, if F is present in phenomenal character In 
a monadic way, is independent of introspective awareness of any other phenomenal feature. 
Let us say that F is bluntly part of phenomenal character if one is introspectively aware of it in a 
monadic way. 
The second kind of requiring captures the sense in which introspective awareness of F may be 
brought about by introspective awareness of G. In this case, introspective awareness of G is 
required for that of F because the former generates the latter. If introspective awareness of a 
given phenomenal feature F requires - in the generative sense - introspective awareness of 
another one, then one is not introspectively aware of it in a monadic way. Rather, in this case 
the presence of some F is a little more complex than being bluntly part of what experience is 
like. Introspective awareness of such an F requires introspective awareness of some other 
phenomenal feature or features to bring it about. In such a case, F is part of Visual 
phenomenology by, or in týitue of, some other feature characterising such phenomenology. One 
-14 Conversely, though, it seems that redness (or any other colour) does not require any introspective awareness of 
shape. Suppose you are havmg an experience as of a red expanse and nothing else. Introspecting what such an 
experience is Ue would reveal just this: redness. 
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might perhaps usefully diink of features that are present In such a way as denvative 
phenomenal features, whereas the bluntly present ones are undenved phenomenal features. 
The first option - blunt presence - is plainly implausible for the feature of miind- 
independence. Whatever it is that one holds one is introspectively aware of when reflecting on 
one's experience, I think all would agree that there is no presence of mmd-independence in the 
blunt or monadic way just adumbrated. Appearing nund-mdependent is not on a par with 
appeatmg red or round. One could not introspectively point to (i. e. fix on) an instance of 
mind-independence as one can to an instance of roundness or redness. Compare this with 
what one ordinarily can be said to see. Suppose a normally sighted person is looking at a red 
ball and we ask her to tell us another property, besides roundness, that she sees the ball to 
have. She might say something like this: 'I see that the ball is red' or 'I see that the ball is shiny, 
etc. However, we would not expect her to say 'I see that the ball is tnmd-mdependent. ' It 
would strike one as odd to Est mind-independence as one of the properties like roundness. 
Equally, I want to say that it would be odd to claim that introspection of what experience is 
like reveals mind-mdependence in the same way that it reveals redness. Note that at this stage I 
am not arguing that nund-mdependence is not a feature of the phenomenology (or a visible 
property) at all. I am merely pointing out that if miind-independence is part of visual 
phenomenology it is not bluntly so. 
This fits with a line of thought which I want to suggest is implicitly endorsed by proponents of 
(MI). It represents the second option. Consider these quotations from Tye, Shoemaker and 
Lycan: 
Try to focus your attention on some intrinsic feature of the experience that distinguishes it 
from other experiences, something other than what it is an experience is of The task seems 
impossible: one's awareness seems always to slip through the experience to the redness and 
shininess, as iwtanfiated toTether ex-ternal#. In turning one's mind inward to attend to the 
experience, one seems to end up scrutinizing external features or properties. (Tye 1995,136, his 
italics. ) 
Ile [projectivistj view reconciles the phenomenology of these cases - the fact that the non- 
intentional properties we are aware of in them are e-%perienced as spakalýy loocated - with the claim 
that sensory experience involves qualia or awareness of qualia. (Shoemaker, 1996a, 102, my 
italics. ) 
[S]hapes etc. are (represented as being) objects evternal to oneseý', not as mere contents of one's 
consciousness. When one looks into the peep-box, one sees shapes arranged in a complex 
design, but one sees them as residing inside the box, on the other side of the peep-hole, not in 
one's head. They are exýernal things. (Lycan 1995,95, my italics. ) 
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What these philosophers clearly mean to suggest is that introspective reflection reveals that 
experience is as of the subject's perceptual environment, namely the mind-mdependent world 
and its ordinary objects and properties. But they do so by using . 1patial terminology In 
describing phenomenal character. Tye speaks of one's awareness of things as instantiated 
externally, Shoemaker speaks of things as spatially located (or as 'located outside one' 
(Shoemaker 1996a, 101)) and Lycan holds that one is aware of shapes as objects external to 
oneself, residing not in one's head but in something worldly like a box. Why do they do this? 
Note first that there is an ambiguity inherent in some of the spatial terms involved in the 
relevant descriptions. Consider 'external', 'instantiated externally' and 'located outside one'. 
These are ambiguous between meaning something concerning space or spatiality and meaning 
objective, non-mental or tnmd-mdependent. 45 The term 'external' IS usually contrasted with 
'internal'. This contrast can have a straightforward spatial sense. Something may be described 
as external or internal depending on whether or not it is within the confines of a certain region 
of space. For instance, boarding schools often have external pupils, i. e. those that live outside 
the premises of the school. But 'external' and 'internal' may also be used to contrast mind- 
dependence or mentality and mind-independence or non-mentality. When we talk about the 
world as it is independent of us we often say 'the external world'. Lycan, above, opposes the 
idea of objects as external to oneself with objects as 'mere contents of one's consciousness'. 
One finds further, somewhat related but more technical uses of the external/intemal pair in 
debates in epistemology and philosophy of mind. These technical uses do not concern me 
here. I want to focus on the ambiguity between the spatial sense and the mind-independent 
sense of 'external' (and, correspondingly, of course, on die relevant senses of 'internal). This 
ambiguity is also exhibited, but perhaps not to the same degree, by terms such as 'outside 
(one)' or 'outer', usually contrasted with 'inside (one)' or 'inner'. 
An ambiguity may invite equivocation between its meanings. But, obviously, if ambigtiity is all 
there is to it, we should resist equivocation, just like we would not equivocate between the 
three meanings of the term 'bank'. Nonetheless, the ambiguity may be responsible for a slip 
between the two senses of 'externality' or 'outer'. Starting off with the observation that 
introspective awareness of phenomenal character involves awareness as of spatially located or 
45 See, e. g. Bennett 1971,314 for such a distinction. Peacocke 1983, comments on 'a dangerous ambiguity in the 
term 'depth" (p. 14). See section (4) below for more on Peacocke's distinction. 
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(spatially-)external entities, the step to awareness as of (non-mental-)extemal or mind- 
independent entities may seem unproblematic because 'external' is used first 'in one sense, then 
in the other sense. But it would be frivolous to accuse philosophers such as Lycan, Shoemaker 
and Tye of making such an egregious mistake - surely more than the mere fact of ambiguity 
underlies their slippery use. I suggest double use of the term merely facilitates a way of 
speaking that is in their eyes reflective of a tight connection between experience having a 
certain spatial character and experience being as of mind-independent ob)ects. 
Belief in an appropriate connection would explain the appeal to spatial characteristics we 
noticed in the quotations above. The starting point is that introspection reveals that experience 
presents entities as having a certain spatial character. The thought then turns on the idea that 
there is an intimate link between one's Visual awareness of entities as spatial and one's Visual 
awareness of them as mind-Mdependent. Thus, some entities are supposedly presented to one 
in experience as MMd-Mdependent as a result of experience presenting them as spatial. The idea 
is that the spatial way of looking somehow fixes, determines, or brings about another way of 
looking, i. e. the mmd-independent way of looking. I will use the phrase 'phenomenological 
entailment' or 'p-entailment' for this kind of necessitation relation between two phenomenal 
features. Call the thought concerning spatial character and mind-independence (S): 
(S) The spatial character of a visual experience p-entails the appearance of what is 
presented to one as tnind-independent. 
Most will immediately wonder about the notion of p-entailment used in (S). In the next section 
I begin to investigate this notion of a necessitation relation on a phenomenological level by 
considering whether there might be a general idea of phenomenological entailment that 
underlies (S). 
(3) Tbe idea of a generalphenomeno-logical entadment 
'Fhe notion of phenomenological entailment at work in (S) might be elucidated in terms of a 
general model concermng visual phenomenology. How can phenomenal features be present in 
introspective awareness of phenomenal character? On the model I have in rnind an answer is 
two-fold. 
(1) A phenomenal feature F is present in introspective awareness of phenomenal character 
if one is bluntly aware of F when reflecting on one's visual experience. 
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A feature G is present M introspective awareness of phenomenal character if 
one is bluntly aware of F when reflecting on one's experience and F p-entails 
G. (If it looks F to S and F p-entails G then it looks G to S) 
Call the conjunction (1) and (2) the 'entailment model of Visual phenomenology', 'entailment 
model' for short. In chapter 1,1 pointed out that there is a distinction between experiencing 
some F and experiencing something as F. This is the distinction between how things actually 
are and how they Visually seem to one. The entailment model respects this distinction. But it 
says that if, when introspectively reflecting on experience, it visually seems as if there is 
something causal, and if being causal p-entails say, being physical, then it will also Visually seem 
as if there is something physical. So if one grants that there is some relevant entailment 
between F and G, one has to grant that it visually appearing as if F p-entails it visually 
appearing as if G. In other words, the entailment model says that there can be entailment on a 
phenomenological level. 
So what is the relation at the centre of the entailment model - what IS p-entailment? This 
relation has to be such that it guarantees the move from the presence of one feature to the 
presence of another feature in introspection. There has to be some way of making sense of the 
idea that one is aware of phenomenal feature G ýy, or as a result of being aware of phenomenal 
feature F. There are two demands on p-entailment. It has to be some sort of a necessitating 
connection between F and G, the idea being that the presence of F somehow provides for, or 
has the effect that, feature G is present. But importantly - and this is the second demand - this 
relation has to work on the phenomenological level: the move from one feature to the other 
has to be plausible within one's awareness of pbenomenolqgy. In other words, the necessitation 
relation has to have phenomenological significance. 
In the remainder of this section I consider some general kinds of relation that might be 
thought to be good candidates for supporting phenomenological entailment. Let us see 
whether entailments based on them could have phenomenological significance in the 
appropnate way to make the entailment model work. 
One kind of relation reflects a complete definilional identio of the concepts In question. This may 
be identity of mode of presentation or only of reference. If it is identity of mode of 
presentation, one is a mere notational variant on the other. For example, 'triangle' is a 
notational variant on 'three-angled figure'. Clearly, if there is a triangle before one, then there is 
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a three-angled figure before one. It seerns also obvious that this relation has phenomenological 
significance: if it looks as if there is a triangle before one, then it looks as if there is a three- 
angled figure before one. But this is trivially so. Looking triangular is sunply the same as 
looking three-angled. 
If it is identity of reference, we still get an entaihnent of this sort: provided that G and F co- 
refer, if G then F. Does this entailrnent hold on the phenomenological level? Some think so, 
for certain cases. Tye (2000), for instance, maintains that as long as two concepts F and G co- 
refer to a visible property, if something looks F to one then it looks G to one. He says that "if 
red is a disposition [to reflect such-and-such percentages of the light], then, I maintain, the 
spot, In looking red, does look disposed to reflect such-and-such percentages of the light. " (55) 
On such a view it is claimed that looking red is the same as looking disposed to reflect such- 
and-such percentages of the light. This is neither a trivial claim, nor is it obvious. It is hard to 
see how it could be the outcome of simple introspective reflection on experience, but appears, 
rather, to be the result of other philosophical commitments, such as a non-conceptual view of 
content, physicalism and some knowledge of colour science. To say that a red ball. looks 
disposed to reflect such-and-such percentages of light to an eight-year old seems to amount to 
hard-nosed legislation concerning phenomenal similarity and difference. At the very least, there 
is plenty of room for dispute. 
Another kind of relation is partial definitional idenlio. For example, 'a square is something 
cornered. ' 'Me properties square and cornered are not identical but they are more 'intimately 
connected than mere co-instantiation. Corners are essential constituent parts of squares. It is 
conceptually necessary that if something is square, then it IS cornered. Does this relation hold 
on the phenomenological level? Is it true that if it looks as if there is something square before 
one, then it looks as if there is something cornered before one? Suppose someone has placed a 
dark flat square object on a white background. On top of the square, she has placed a 
differently coloured ning, which is wide enough to cover each of the four comers of the square 
underneath. Due to a phenomenon called 'arnodal. completion', in this case it still looks as if 
there is a square before one. Does one now have reason to think that it visually appears to one 
as if there is something cornered? I am not certain. To be sure, amodal completion allows for 
it to look as if there is a square before one. Perhaps amodal completion provides the Visual 
systern With a way to be aware of squares precisely mitbout awareness of corners. Reflection on 
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one's phenomenology III such a case does not settle the matter either way. Hence, in this case, 
too, the phenomenal significance of the relation is unclear. 
Finally, consider the detetminate-determinable relation. For instance, yellow and coloured. What 
about any phenomenological significance? That is, is it true that if something looks yellow, 
then it looks coloured? Again, I am not sure. The role of the concept Coloured is to be a 
determinable of individual colours. Being coloured is a property that can only be had by 
something M virtue of having a particular colour property. Yet there needs to be more than a 
single colour to hold on to a distinction between, say yellow and coloured. If one could 
experience only yellow and had no knowledge or experience of other colour properties, the 
distinction between determinate and determinable would collapse. This shows that the 
determinable concept Colour is part of a hierarchy of concepts, serving to categorise lower 
level concepts, such as Yellow, Green and Blue and govern their application within the system. 
The conceptual relation between our concepts Yellow and Coloured has to be understood In 
terms of this hierarchy. There is no reason to expect it to be part of Visual phenomenology. 
Reflection on the case is not particularly helpful. When I introspect ray experience as of 
something yellow, it is not clear that what it is visually like involves something's being 
coloured. Of course, it might seem to tne as if there are coloured objects before me. But this 
could be plausible because there are two facts working together: it visually seems to me as if 
something yellow is before me, and it is a conceptual truth that yellow things are coloured. 46 
In sum, the phenomenological significance of all these candidate relations turns out to be 
either a trivial or a contentious matter. They would make the entailment model of visual 
phenomenology either trivial or highly controversial. But if the proposed p-entailment is highly 
contentious, it IS difficult to regard whatever is p-entailed to be obviously present to one in 
mtrospecting what experience is like. It seems we cannot take the idea of a general p- 
entailment for granted, unless it is a trivial one. However, if there is a phenomenological 
entailment between spatial character and mind-independence, it is not a trivial entailment. The 
two terms, 'spatial' and 'mind-independent' are not are not synonymous. Hence, in the absence 
of an appropriate general relation of phenomenological entailment that might underlie (S), we 
have to look at the details particular to (S). Perhaps (S) is a special case; spatial character might 
phenomenologically entail nund-mdependence without generafising to other cases. 
46 See chapter 5 for more on this. 
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It does not seem unreasonable, for instance, to suppose that the relation between spatial 
character and mind-independent character may be spelled out M terms of a special conceptual 
connection between the concepts of space and mind-independence. I will discuss this idea in 
section (5). Another suggestion is to hold that the notion of spatial character itself holds the 
key to understanding how it p-entails the appearance of mind-independence. I consider this 
suggestion in the next section, focussing on the particular notion of spatial character that might 
most plausibly feature in (S). 
(4) The notion ofspatial chamcter 
Among the claims about what kind of spatial character our visual experience has, the contrast 
between a 2-D and a 3-D spatial awareness has frequently figured. 'ne forerunners of Sense 
Data Theory, such as Locke, Hume and Berkeley, thought that conscious Visual awareness is 
best characterised m terms of a 2-D visual array. 
When we set before our eyes a round globe of any uniform colour, ... it is certain that the idea 
thereby imprinted in our mind is of a flat circle variously shadowed, with several degrees of 
light and brightness coming to our eyes. ... [The] idea we receive from thence is only a plane 
variously coloured, as is evident from painting. (Locke 1975, Book 11, ch. ix, sec. 8. ) 
Tis commonly allowed by philosophers that all bodies which discover themselves to the eye, 
appear as if painted on a plain surface, and that their different degrees of remoteness from 
ourselves are discover'd more by reason than by the senses... (Hume 1978,56) 
Suppose, for example, that looking at the moon I should say that it were fifty or sixty 
semidiameters of the earth distant from me. Let us see what moon this is spoken of: it is plain 
it cannot be the visible moon, or anything like the visible moon, or that which I see, which is 
only a round, lummous plane of about thirty visible points in diameter. (Berkeley 1975, sec. 44) 
These philosophers, among others, thought that such a claim needed not too much additional 
support; an invitation to Inspect one's own perceptions was deemed perfectly sufficient to 
persuade any one of its truth. 47 In this vein, Berkeley declares that 
[e]veryone is himself the best judge of what he perceives, and what not. In vain shall any man 
tell me various ideas of distance, so long as I myself am conscious of no such thing. (Berkeley 
1975, sec. 12. ) 
47 Athough arguments to this effect were put forward as well, see e. g. Berkelev 1975, sec. 2. For discussion of 
such arguments, see Smith 2000. 
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I am not concerned here with the exact details of alleged 2-D awareness. Let me briefly point 
out, though, that such a view on the nature of phenomenal awareness is associated with 
epistemological positions that are either a type of representative realism, or some form of 
idealism. This is because what experience is like for the subject is crucial in our thinking about 
how the conscious mind meets the world. It is a characterisation of how the subject is aware of 
the world from the inside upon encountering it. When giving an account of conscious 
experience, the theorist will posit ontological ingredients that best explain the character of this 
experiential awareness. However, if phenomenal character of experience has a 2-D spatial 
character, the objects that best explain it will be different from the ordinary physical objects 
our perceptual beliefs are about. Resources other than just what is needed to explain how the 
subject is consciously aware M experience now have to be mustered to explain how our 
perceptual beliefs get to be about ordinary objects in the world. From the point of View of 
epistemology the consequence of such a stance on the character of experience is obvious: the 
most direct route to the world is blocked. Perceptual knowledge faces a gap between what we 
are consciously aware of In experience and what we believe the world is like. This gap seems to 
rule out Direct Realism, since that view holds that our knowledge of, and belief about, ordinary 
objects In the world is based on our immediate experiential awareness of these very same 
objects. There have been different reactions to this difficulty. One kind of reaction proposes to 
bridge the gap (Representative Realism); another kind accepts it (Idealism). 
At any rate - and constituting yet another kind of reaction to the dilemma in the previous 
paragraph - the claim that we are visually aware of merely a 2-D spatial array 
has come under 
heavy fire since. According to such opponents, our conscious Visual awareness is best 
described in terms of a 3-D visual array. They deny that the first conscious upshot of Visual 
experience needs further interpretation in this respect. Proponents of this view of visual 
awareness are keen to stress a certain property that is thereby shown to be part of Visual 
experience. This is that Visual experience has 'original Intentionality', that it possesses 
aboutness by its own nature. In virtue of being three-dimensional in character, the thought is, 
visual experience provides one with information about objects and their features. All of this, it 
is felt by some, gives one the advantage from the point of view of epistemology. In contrast 
with the 2-D view, the 3-D view is thought to open the door to Direct Realism (Smith 2000, 
esp. 482-5). Of course, nobody would claim that the fact of 3-D phenomenology itself 
establishes Direct Realism. But it is held to make it a more plausible epistemological position, 
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since one important reason for rejecting it (namely 2-D phenomenal character) has thereby 
been removed (Strawson 1979,47). 
If this is so, it must surely be such a notion of spatial character that proponents of (S) have in 
mind. But in what sense does awareness of phenomenal three-dimensionality help - what is 
the phenomenological advantage with respect to the desired outcome of direct awareness of 
physical objects? I have said above that visual three-dimensionality supposedly provides 
experience with aboutness. As such, crucially, visual 3-D awareness is thought to involve the 
ideas of 'outness and 'distinctness'. It is assumed that such experience provides one with 
awareness of entities as apparently out there and distinct from oneself. 
Phenomenal three-dimensionality immediately confers intentionality upon any experience that it 
characterizes, since it presents the subject with objects ostensibly distinct from himself (Smith 
2000,511) 
In order to get clear on the sense in which phenomenal three-dimensionality represents a step 
towards Direct Realism, we have to get clear on the sense in which one is aware of entities as 
distinct from oneself M such cases. How close do these characteristics get one to awareness of 
mmd-independent physical objects? 
At this point it is useful to look at Peacocke's discussion of experience of depth (Peacocke 
1983, esp. 13-6). He thinks the term 'depth' is ambiguous, picking out two distinct features of 
experience. What he has in mind, I think, is an ambiguity between depth-M-the-real-physical- 
world and deptli-as-dimensiOnality-sitnpliciter (i. e. without any implication about the physical 
world). While for Peacocke the two kinds of depth are usually associated, the second can occur 
without the first. 48He draws attention to reports from congenitally blind subjects who have 
spatial experience with the help of a tactile-ViSiOn substitution system (TVSS). 
"nese sensations are arranged in a two-dimensional space, and they do not seem to the 
experiencer to be of objects in the space around him. That is, the space of the sensations is not 
experienced as bearing any spatial relations to the physical space in which the experience is 
located. The subjects report that the sensations are not as of anything 'out there'. (Pcacocke 
1983,15) 
48 Nonetheless, Peacocke thinks that both are properties of visual experience. (Although one of them is a 
intentional property, and, at this point in his career at least, intentional properties are tied up with possession of 
concepts). As we shall see, I argue that it is not clear that anything like depth-in-the-teýd-physical-world is part of 
the visual phenomenology of experience. 
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Based on this kind of case - which one might describe as quasi-Visual - Peacocke suggests that 
the following scenario is conceivable. There could be a subject who has three-dimensional 
spatial visual experience that, just like in the two-dimensional case above, ostensibly lacks a 
connection to the physical space around the perceiver. Whatever is experienced by means of 
such experience, it is not the case that one experiences it as part of the physical space around 
one. One should note, though, Peacocke grants the subject in addition haptic (i. e. touch) 
experience of her physical surroundings. 
Here then a sensational third dimension would be present, but there would be no 
representation of depth in the sense that the experience itself represents some things as being 
further away than other in the forward direction in the physical space in which the experiencer 
is located. (Peacocke 1983,15) 
According to Peacocke, this possibility shows that there is a sense of spatial depth experience 
that is not as of the mind-Mdependent world. He also concludes that depth is ambiguous 
between a representational and a sensational property. For Peacocke, representational content 
is 'the way the experience presents the world as beingý (7). This means that the representational 
properties constituting such content always concern 'the world external to the perceiver' (9), 
whereas sensational properties do not (they are non-representational). I am not interested here 
in the precise distinction between sensational and representational properties or related claims. 
Important III this context IS what the conceivability of the scenario shows about experience 
with three-dimensional phenomenal character. Such experience presents one with three- 
dimensional entities out there. But they are not necessarily presented as of the mind- 
independent physical world. If they are not, there is a sense of 'outness' and 'distinctness' 
provided by the experience that does not implicate that such entities are part of a mind- 
independent physical perceptual environment. Here, outness and distinctness have to be 
understood in purely spatial terms: 'outness' is merely another word for depth and 
'distinctness' means spatially distinct (from me as well as from other things). Think of 
experience of after-images: they can be experienced as next to each other, away from me, but 
are not thereby experienced as mind-independent. 49 
It is a good question to ask how much the envisaged scenario depends on comparison with 
haptic experience of the physical environment. Perhaps awareness of lack of integration with 
49 Nor are after-images experienced as mind-dependent. Boghossian and Velleman 1997a, 86 put forward an 
argument parallel to (S), only that they claim that the spatial character of experiences of after-images entails that 
we are aware of the latter as n-jand-dependent. I reject their argument section (6) below. 
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one's environment in one experience can only arise when there is another kind of experience, 
simultaneously occurring, to compare it with. So, there may be nothing about the experience 
itself that gives the subject clues about whether it is as of things in the world or not. When 
deprived of any other kind of experience for sufficient amount of time, the subject might not 
be able to tell whether or not she is experiencing real space. Moreover, the subject could 
mistake 'mere space' for real physical space. In such a case, the subject would take die mere 
spatial scenario to be the physical environment around him. In so taking her experience there 
would be a sense in which it seemed to the subject as if she is aware of the physical world. But 
this would not be due to any awareness of the particular spatial character of her Visual 
experiences. Importantly, this would not be a visual taking. How things seem to the subject 
visually would not be responsible for her taking what she sees to be as of the mind- 
independent world around her. Instead, it would be more plausible to hold that her taking 
herself to be aware of the mind-independent physical world is partly but importantly grounded 
in judgement and background belief This suggests that the spatial character of such visual 
experience might simply be neutral with respect to ontological status of entities presented in it. 
Against this, some will insist that when it comes to our ordinary visual experience it is clear 
enough that its spatial character is non-neutral. For, these people will say, the spatial character 
of ordinary experience is intimately bound up with the kind of entity presented to one in such 
experience. Lycan 1995, might be sympathetic to this line of thought: 
[S]hapes etc. are physical or at least not immaterial. Here as before, that means, represemted as 
beinT physical or at least not immaterial.... 7Fhe shapes one sees in the peep-box are visually 
taken to be physical things of some sort, even if one suspects one is being toyed with and 
deliberately withholds one's assent to the drawmg room perception. (Lycan 1995,96) 
Lycan is not completely clear on this issue, though. He is somewhat ambiguous between a 
negative and a positive claim, although the latter seems to receive slightly more support. The 
positive claim IS that it is part of Visual experience that shapes (visually) appear physical. 'Fhe 
negative claim is that it IS not part of Visual experience that shapes (visually) appear immaterial. 
This negative claim IS, of course, compatible with the idea that spatial character is neutral on 
ontological status. The positive claim is not. While physicality is not identical to mind- 
independence, the difference does not always matter too much in connection with discussions 
of visual appearance. I think that the very same idea - that the world is just presented to one - 
is thought to be captured by either of these terms. 
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So suppose someone, such as Lycan in the positive mood, does hold that the spatial character 
of our visual experience is not neutral at all. In order to characterise the way things spatially 
look to us, one must mention the kind of object presented to one is such experience. And 
these are three-dimensional physical objects and their properties. Spatial character is, in other 
words, as ofpbysical 3pace. When entities are visually presented to one as spatially located, they 
are presented to one as located in physical space. They look to be a certain kind of entity: 
namely, material mind-independent objects. So, yes, the distinctness and outness provided by 
mere three-dimensiOnality is not sufficient for awareness of mind-mdependence. It has to be 
distinctness and outness provided by three-dimensiOnality of physical space. And this, according 
to proponents of this line of thought, is what we find in ordinary experience. 
But what does this in the end amount to? There are two parts to this line of thought: first, 
spatial character of experience must be specified with reference to the kind of entity given in it, 
and second, the presented entities look to us to be of a certain kind, namely the mind- 
independent, physical kind. To do any work in (S), both of these claims have to be true of how 
experience strikes us. 'Me first part is very hard to assess in my view. As it stands it is a claim 
of a high level of generality. One needs to know whether just any kind specification will do, or 
whether a more selected group of kind properties is at issue here. If it is just any kind 
specification whatsoever, perhaps this is correct. Some kind property, such as colour and shape 
ringht be necessary to specify the spatial character of experience. Without some minimal 
reference to kinds one would not be able to characterise anything it seems. But more likely, a 
defender of the line of thought above would insist on a particular group of kind properties, 
namely metaphysical or ontological kinds. This I do not see. In the next section, I discuss one 
way one might make sense of it, but as will become apparent, this would not have the import a 
defender of (S) needs. 
The second part of the line of thought is just (MI). But this IS the claim that (S) was supposed 
to help us establish. So if, in order to get the right notion of spatial character for (S), I have to 
accept (MLI) already, (S) is at a minimum redundant. For, once I accept the (MI) I am done. 
'nere would be no need anymore to use an appeal to spatial character to establish this claim. 
Worse still, since (S) is supposed to be our route to accepting (MI), it must fail if the notion of 
spatial character serving in the antecedent only p-entails (MI) by presupposing it. 
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In conclusion, we have seen that three-dimensionality may provide for ostensible outness and 
distinctness, but not ostensible mmd-independence. Furthermore, the thought that the spatial 
character of our ordinary experience is as of physical, mind-independent space seems crucially 
to require a prior acceptance of (MI). So, In the absence of a new way of arguing for WI), to 
say that ordinary experience is as of rnind-independent physical space just is another way of 
claiming that MMd-Mdependence is bluntly part of the phenomenology. But it was 
dissatisfaction with this idea that started off the attempt to support (NII) via (S). 
In the next section I will look at a different avenue of support a proponent of (S) might 
choose. Instead of concentrating, as we did in this section, on an alleged feature of spatial 
character (i. e. three-dimensionality), we arc now going to focus on a proposal about a 
particular conceptual connection between space and mind-independence. 
(5) A conceptual connection between space and n2ind-independence 
There is a line of thought - which may be appreciated as the 'Kant-Strawson-Evans-line' (KSE 
line) - which tries to make a case for a conceptual connection between space and rruind- 
independence in our conception of experience. -IO The willingness to assert the availability of 
mmd-independence to introspection could perhaps rely on this line of thought. The exact 
reasoning of the main argument is complicated and does not matter for our purposes. In a 
nutshell, though, the KSE line runs as follows. We start with the assumption that our 
conception of experience centrally involves a notion of experience as experience of objects 
that are capable of existing unperceived. This, it is further shown, requires a sensible ordering 
(in addition to, and distinct from, temporal ordering) of those objects in experience. It is then 
argued that such sensible ordering has to be spatial or at least analogous to spatial ordeting-51 
50 ne classic places to find the 'Kant-Strawson-Evans-line' are Strawson's interpretation of Kanes view on 
experience in the Gritique ofPure Reason as found in Strawson 1966, and Strawson's own view as influenced by 
Kant, esp. in Strawson 1959, esp. Ch. 2, and, Evans' view and his discussion of Strawson in Evans 1985. Strawson 
and Evans both use the term 'objectivity' for the idea of existence independently of perception. I will continue to 
use 'mind-independence' for this idea. 
51 There are differences between the three philosophers as to the precise requirement: Kant (according to 
Strawson) thought that spatial ordering is necessary for experience to be objective, i. e. in his terminology, space is 
an a priori form of intuition. (But see comment at end of this footnote. ) Strawson held the weaker thesis that 
some sensible ordering analogous to space is necessary (Strawson 1959, ch. 2, Strawson 1966, pp. 50-51). Evans 
argues that the simple spatial analogy proposed by Strawson does not provide for conditions requisite for 
objectivity but that what is required instead is a simultaneous conception of space. A brief comment on Kant. It is 
not clear what the position expressed in Kant 1929 would amount to in this context. For one thing, Kant holds 
that experience is a combination of intuition and concepts in view of which he is, on many interpretations, 
accused of an idealist view neither Strawson nor Evans have any sympathy for. Moreover, although on Kant's 
view, space is necessary for objective experience - space is an a priori form of intuition - it is not in virtue of this 
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T first want to pomt out that m the relevant works by Strawson and Evans the direction of 
investigation goes from the idea of MMd-independence to the idea of space. They ask, in other 
words, whether for experience to be experience as of mind-mdependent objects, it has to be as 
of things ordered in space. 52This is not what is at issue in the context of our discussion. We 
are interested in the other direction; whether, given that our experience is as of spatial entities 
and their relations between them, it is thereby as of mind-independent objects. So, the main 
intent of the KSE-line IS to show that there is a conceptual entailment M, what is for our 
purposes, the wrong direction. On the basis of this alone we are given no reason to think that 
it also holds in the other direction, that is, from space to MMd-Mdeperidence. 
There is reason to think that proponents of the KSE-hne would answer this question 
affirmatively, though. I now want to look at the case for a connection in the other direction, 
i. e. from experience as of spatial entities to experience as of mind-independent entities, 
contained in the KSE-line. I argue that this still falls short of providing the proponent of (S) 
with what she needs. Recall that what is needed in support of (S) IS a good reason to accept the 
claim that in virtue of introspectively reflecting on experience with a certain spatial character 
one comes to be introspectively aware of presented entities as Mind-independent. Also, let me 
remind you of the general worry I articulated in section (3). There I argued that we cannot 
simply take for granted that a conceptual connection is phenomenologically significant. So 
even if there is an important conceptual entailment between experiencing something spatial 
and experiencmg something mind-independent, this does not M and of itself show that 
experiencing something as spatial p-entails experiencing it as mind-independent. Returning to 
the specific proposal at hand, I first set out what I take to be the positive line of reasoning by 
the KSE-line in favour of an entailment from space to objectivity. I concentrate on Evans' 
argument, who takes his cue from some comments Strawson makes on this issue. I then argue 
that one should understand this as an argument for a conceptual connection which does not 
have a bearing on visual phenomenology. At least, I point out, if understood as a claim about 
visual phenomenology, the notion of Visual phenomenology must be very broad - so broad, M 
fact, that it becomes questionable why it particularly deserves the epithet 'visual'. 
alone that experience is objective. Crucially, objectivity is only established in the Analýfic with the involvement of 
judgement, specificaUv, in the famously intractable Transcendental Dedaction. 
'2 Evans 1985,249 Ji someone has a conception of a world, something whose existence and operations are 
independent of his experience of it, must he thereby conceive of a system of spatial relations in which both he 
and the phenomena he experiences have a place? ' 
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Strawson, M putting forward his auditory analogue of a spatial universe, argues that what the 
idea of independent existence of the things we experience requires can be satisfied by 
experience of particulars in a purely auditory realm. In his auditory universe, the auditory 
analogues for distance and location depend on change in the pitch of a master sound. The 
analogy is very weak, he concedes, for nothing experienced in the auditory UMVerse would 
exhibit anything that could count as an auditory analogue of spatial relations among several 
particulars Ma Visual scene at a moment. Given this concession, Strawson expects that 
somebody might object as follows: 
But surely the idea of simultaneous existence of the perceived and the unperceived is linked 
with this idea of the simultaneous presentation of elements, each of a definite character, but 
simultaneously exhibiting a system of relations over and above those which arise from the 
definite character of each. Surely the former idea is necessarily an extension of the latter, is just 
the idea of such a system of relations extending beyond the limits of observation. (Strawson 
1959,80) 
Strawson does not think this is a decisive objection to his own proposal. 53According to him it 
merely shows that the auditory analogue of space is incomplete, that is to say, not every spatial 
feature can be matched with an auditory counterpart. 
Evans disagrees (Evans 1985, part M. He insists that Strawson has failed to address the 
deeper worry behind the objection. At the centre of the objection, according to Evans, lies a 
distinction between two kinds of spatial concepts, namely between serial spatial concepts and 
simultaneous spatial concepts. These concepts find application in two distinct ways to detect 
spatial facts. Take a spatial fact such as three objects, o, o2, and o3beiriggy arranged in a straight 
line. Somebody might establish the fact that o2hes between o, and o3on the basis of a temporal 
relation between experiences of the three objects. In this case the subject would apply a serial 
spatial concept, which is based on successive experiences of ol, o2, and03. But a subject with the 
sense of sight might just see that o2 lies between ol and o3. On such occasion, she would apply a 
simultaneous spatial concept, which is based on an experience of all d-iree objects 
simultaneously. Possession of concepts of each kind has distinct requirements and enables the 
53 He also holds that the positive proposal in the objection is incomplete as it stands because, in his opinion, the 
extension of the idea of simultaneous existence perceived to simultaneous existence unperceived further requires 
ideas of movement (of scene and observing subject relative to each other) and change. So, he thinks the objection 
should merely state that exhibiting spatial relations among simultaneously existing things is a necessary condition 
but not a sufficient condition for such an extension. (Strawson 1959,80) 
80 
subject to do different kinds of reasoning involving them. According to Evans, Strawson 
recognises that a subject in his auditory universe can possess only a serial spatial concept. It is 
this recognition that prompts Strawson to consider the objection quoted above. But, Evans 
argues, the real thrust of the objection goes unanswered. For, what is put into doubt is whether 
a subject possessing merely a serial spatial concept can be credited with an idea of miind- 
independent existence at all. That is to say, Evans thinks that the view or 'theory' that the 
subject is provided with in terms of her experience and such concepts, cannot be one that is of 
an objective world. By contrast, Evans claims, this worry does not exist if the subject has at her 
disposal simultaneous spatial concepts. According to him, a theory involving such concepts 
also manifests the idea of an independently existing world. 
Certainly, any theory using simultaneous spatial concepts does genuinely embody the idea of an 
indepenýlently existing reality, the idea of the perceived and the unperceived existing 
simultaneously and in exactly the same sense. (Evans 1985,287) 
Why is that? In the context of our overall discussion of phenomenal character in this chapter, 
this IS exactly the crucial issue: do we have here something that could provide the basis for a 
line of reasoning in defence of (S)? The paragraph just quoted continues: 
If a, h, and c are envisaged to lie upon a straight line, when what is envisaged is an instance of 
the simultaneous concept -a concept whose most direct application lies in a presentation of 
the three elements a, b, and c together - then a, b, and c must thereby be conceived to exist in 
exactly the same way. If a, b and c are believed to exist in such an arrangement when b is 
perceived and a and c are not, then a and c are conceived to exist, though not perceived, in 
exactly the sense in which b, now perceived, exists. 
Ihe thought is that a representation of simultaneous spatial existence of more than one 
element provides one with the materials to obtain the idea of mind-midependence via the iden 
of such existence continuing unperceived. Let us break die argument down into its 
components. 
Pl: The spatial representation of elements a, b, and c together involves application of a 
simultaneous spatial concept. 
P2: If a, b, and c are simultaneously represented to lie on a straight line, then a, b, and c must 
thereby be concelVed to exist each in the same way. 
Cl: If a, b, and care believed to exist in that arrangement and only b is perceived, then a and c 
are conceived to exist unperceived in the same way that the currently perceived b exists. 
C2: Therefore the existence of a, b, and cis conceived of as independent of actual perception. 
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There is a lot one could say about this argument. My discussion fans into two parts. First, I 
state two straightforward objections to the argument. Secondly, I argue that even if the 
argument were successful, it does not amount to a defence of (S). I suggest that Evans' thesis 
concerning a connection between spatial representation and objective representation is not 
reasonably understood to be about Visual phenomenal character. 
The first objection to the argument is directed at P2. This claim is false. It is not true that in 
simultaneously representing three distinct elements in a straight line one has to conceive of 
them as existing in the same way. Suppose you sit with a group of friends around a table and 
one of them takes a picture with a flash slightly to the right side of you. The flash causes you to 
experience an after-image on the right side of your Visual field. As you look at two of your 
friends across the table this after-image persists to appear next to them for a while. So you 
have an experience as of two faces and an after-image in a straight line. But you do not have to 
conceive of the three as existing in the same way. It is likely that you conceive of the after- 
image as existing in a very different way than the two faces you see. Given the possibility of 
conceiving differently of the existence of three elements simultaneously represented, C1 does 
not follow from P2 and hence C2 does not follow either. 
The second objection to the argument is aimed at C1. Even if the claim in P2 were true, the 
claim in C1 would not follow. Suppose you are a famous person, who has to walk the gauntlet 
of paparazzi to get to some reception with other famous people. As soon as you step out of 
your limousine, cameras start clicking and flashlights go off. As it happens, three of them go 
off at the same time next to each other as you look into the crowd. Looking down at the 
pavement, you experience three after-images lined up next to each other. Suppose you 
conceive of them as existing in the same way - as having a mind-dependent existence. Now, 
clearly, step three does not follow. For suppose after a while only the third obnoxiously persist 
- perhaps the flash was brighter than the other two. You would not conceive of the other ones 
as existing unperceived. So, C1 is false and C2 does not follow either. 
One might respond to both of these objections by saying that I have failed to recognse die 
special nature of the simultaneous spatial concept at work in the argument. In fact, a 
representation involving application of such a concept can only be of certain sorts of entity, I 
namely material objects. In other words, there cannot be a representation of after-images by 
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means of this concept. So, my objections founder because what I took to be counter-examples 
to P2 and C1 are already ruled out by the kind of concept a simultaneous spatial concept is. 
There are two points to make in reply to this response. The short reply is that if one stipulates 
that the spatial concepts in question only apply to material mind-mdependent objects then that 
makes the argument designed to establish this fact obsolete. The longer reply takes into 
account other details of Evans' VieW that do suggest a (more sophisticated) version of the reply 
along the lines just given. It is contained in the second part of my discussion I will turn to now. 
And, as I will argue, taking this route leads to a controversial and conceptually highly *involved 
notion of experience. The visual phenomenological significance of this notion of experience is 
less than clear. 
So set aside the objections to Evans' argument and turn to the question in what sense die 
argument, if successful, would lend support to (S). First, assume that the spatial representation 
that is mentioned in P1 is a visual experience. The argument merely shows that experience of a 
simultaneous spatial a-tray is a possible starting condition for the idea of objectivity. For, apart 
from having the experience, the argument requires the subject to perform other kinds of 
cognitive feats, involving the acquisition of certain beliefs and inferences made on the basis of 
them. Based on the experience in P1, the subject is said to acquire the belief that the three 
elements exist in that spatial arrangement. Then the subject has a further experience, this time 
representing merely one of the elements. Given her previous belief, the subject thus comes to 
acquire the beliefs that the other two elements exist unperceived and that all the elements exist 
in a manner independent of the subject's perception. The latter move MV01ves two separate 
inferences. This variety of cognitive activity is important for understanding Evans' argument. It 
suggests that he would not maintain that merely in having a given visual experience involving 
simultaneous presentation of elements one comes to be lisually, aware of objects as existing 
mind-independently. Indeed, according to the argument, one needs at least two separate 
experiences. One is reminded of the caution expressed by Straw-son on this score, which I 
mentioned in footnote 53. He said that for the idea of objective reality to get off the ground, 
spatial representation requires assistance from some notion of change. At any rate, it does not 
appear to be the case that proponents of the KSE-1ine positively advocate the claim that 
merely having an experience involving simultaneous spatial representation is sufficient for one 
to be aware of objects as existing mind-independently. 
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This impressiOn finds further support in some of the details of Evans's View. For instance, he 
places emphasis on the application of a simultaneous ipatial concept, as opposed to a mere 
simultaneous ipatialpresentation of eLements in e_%perience, drawing a distinction between application of 
the concept and mere experiential presentation. Specifically, although perhaps the most 
straightforward application of die concept is to the simultaneous spatial presentation of several 
elements in experience, this should not be taken to mean that the concept could be derived 
from just such experience. 54The reason for this is a distinction Evans draws between sensory 
or secondary properties and non-sensory or primary properties (Evans 1985, part 111). 
According to him, primary properties are those, understanding of which requires that one 
master a certain amount of theory, e. g. a primitive mechanics or common sense physics. These 
properties have sense for one only In the context of such a theory and they relate to experience 
under this proviso. Thus, although such properties may be perfectly sensible or observable (as 
distinguished from sensory), it is not possible to derive their concepts out of the mere 
experience. Some 'appropriate training' is required for one to be able to make empirical 
observations involving these properties (269-70). 55 Importantly, Evans holds that 
the properties constitutive of the idea of material substance as spaee-ocaqýying stuff should be 
acknowledged to be primary. These include properties of bodies immediately consequential 
upon the idea of space-occupation - position, shape, size, motion; properties applicable to a 
body in virtue of the primary properties of its spatial parts.... (269) 
So there are important spatial concepts, namely those connected with the notion of a material 
object that are firmly ensconced in theory and not merely experiential. Evans contrasts this 
kind of spatial concept with a spatial concept that is based only on experience and thus be 
properly called a sensory property. 
ýfl does not appear to be possible to regard the conception of die shape of a material thing - 
with all the propositions about its characteristic behaviour and interaction with other bodies 
which that implies - as the same as whatever shape concepts nught be grounded in the colour 
mosaic thought to be given in immediate visual experience. (270) 
The two kinds of spatial concepts - the pntnalT property concept and secondary property 
concept - must be related in some way, and to this extent they may both be experience- 
dependent. But what makes for their difference is the further heavy theory-dependence of die 
-ýA "Mis] characterisation [of the concept] must in no way be taken to suggest that such concepts can be extracted L-- ftom just an experience in which distinct elements are simultaneously presented. " Evans 1985,284, fn43. 
55 For a similar view concerning notions of objects see Firth 1965,250-2. 
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former, whereas the latter is merely experience-dependent. This difference is perhaps reflected 
in a distinction Evans appears to draw, between ways in which one can make sense of elements 
filling space or being spatial. He talks of an element 'occupying space' M contrast to it 'merely 
being located in space' (280). It would seem that primary property spatial concepts allow one 
to conceive of something's occupying space, whereas secondary property spatial concepts only 
yield a weaker notion, that of something's being located in space. The thought must be that 
space-occupancy is intimately connected with the notion of an ordinary material object, as it 
emerges in the context of a primitive mechanical theory. Spatial location, on the other hand, is 
not so tied to a theory and it is weaker In the sense that an element can be spatially located 
without there being any strong implication as to what notion of entity we are concerned with. 56 
One might then suggest that while experience on its own provides the basiS for awareness of 
spatial location, it does not yield any awareness of space occupancy. 
At any rate, i en his iiisistence on theory-dependence it is not obvious whether, when g1v 
discussing the connection between space and mind-Independence, Evans has any interest in 
making claims about Visual experience and its character in particular, rather than about empirical 
thou i general. Setting Evans' own interests aside, though, could one not use the KSE line , gbt M 
to support (S)? Not in any obvious way. If, as we have seen, the conceptual connection 
between spatial character and mind-independence is based on a theory-dependent concept, the 
notion of experience it involves to must be a very broad notion that sustains heavy conceptual 
involvement. It is not clear to me that why such a notion of experience deserves to be thought 
of as particularly visual and its character as Visual phenomenal character. 
I conclude, then, that the KSE-line cannot be used to show that introspection reveals the 
apparent rnind-independence of entities presented to one in experience via the spatial character 
of the latter. In other words, the KSE-line does not lend support to (S). 
In the next and last section I discuss and attack a particular proposal to the effect that the 
spatial character of after-images brings about the appearance of mind-dependence of these 
entities. In rejecting this proposal, I AIM to make sure that it is understood that my opposition 
to (S) is not grounded in the claim that introspection reveals that it is as if one is presented 
56 Another way to put this distinction: location answers to a question about where something is, while occupation 
answers to a question about how something inhabits this location. 
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with mind-dependent objects and their properties. I do not hold that introspection of what 
experience is like reveals any apparent ontological status of the entities presented to one. 
(6) After-irnages and mind-dependence 
The move from introspective awareness of certain spatial features of phenomenal character to 
introspective awareness of their mode of existence, is not only made by those concerned with 
the appearance of mind-independence. Boghossian and Velleman argue that what experience 
of after-images is like includes the feature of mind-dependence (Boghossian and Velleman 
1997a, 85-6). Again, the particular spatial phenomenology of experiences of after-images plays 
a prime role in the argument: the explanation for the apparent mind-dependence of after- 
images IS based on how after-images appear to be located in space. 
The argument is part of a line of reasoning designed to show that a dispositional account of 
colour experience gets into trouble when after-images are considered (85-6). Let me briefly 
summanse their overall line of reasoning and then turn to the specific argument we are 
interested in. The overall line of reasoning contains five main steps: 
1. After-images are seen to have colours in the same way as ordinary objects are seen to have 
colours. 
2. Dispositional accounts analyse, say, yeUow as the object's disposition to appear yeHow 
under standard conditions. 
3. After-images are seen to exist in a manner dependent on one's current perception of diem. 
4. An entity seen as existing in a perception-dependent manner cannot also be seen to be 
disposed to appear some colour under standard conditions. Standard conditions require 
that the entity exists perception-independently. 
5. Given the truth of (L) and (3. ), the dispositional account of colour is false. 
The argument contains four premises, two of which - (1. ) and (3. ) - are straightforward claims 
about Visual phenomenology. (2. ) is a claim about dispositional analyses of colour and (4. ) 
spells out a constraint on visual presentation. I am mainly concerned with how premise (3. ) is 
established. Before getting to that, though, I want to comment briefly on premises (1. ) and (4). 
Neither of these two claims strike me as obvious. As for premise (1. ), 1 would be inclined to 
say it IS false that after-images and ordinary objects appear coloured in a relevantly similar way. 
Of course, based on my own view, such an introspection-based judgement should not count as 
good evidence that (1. ) is false, even if I were convinced of it (see especially chapter 5). But, I 
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would not balk if a proponent of Dispositionalisin simply denied (1). She could hold a 
disjunctive view of colour experience overall which would allow her to account for colour 
experience of ordinary objects in dispositional terms while not doing so for after-images. At 
the very least, denying (1. ) is no more or less well-grounded than affirming it. 
Concerning premise (4), 1 want to point out that we can be aware of features in experience 
that are in fact mutually exclusive and in that sense contradicting. Escher paintings and 
pictures of 'Impossible objects' serve as examples here. They show scenarios or things that are 
physically and perhaps even conceptually Impossible. Now, this does not mean that anything 
goes. Arguably an object cannot appear both as red and blue, or both as square and round. Red 
and blue, round and square are features that are mutually exclusive in phenomenal terms. So 
the question is whether the features Boghossian and Velleman are talking about are mutually 
exclusive in phenomenal terms, i. e. whether together they are phenomenally impossible. One 
of the features in question is 'existing in a perception-dependent manner' (i. e. Mind- 
dependence); the other feature is 'appearing some colour under standard conditions'. For two 
features to be together phenomenally impossible, each feature must at least be a phenomenal 
feature. But one might deny that the features under consideration in premise (4. ) are of the 
phenomenal kind. And, of course, in this very chapter, I am arguing that ontological status - 
mind-independence or mind-dependence - IS not part of Visual phenomenology. 
But our attention is reserved for prenuse (3. ) and what Boghossian and VeUeman say M its 
favour. Here is how they put the matter: 
But after-images are not seen as material objects, ... 
The items involved in these experiences 
are not perceived as existing independently of being perceived. On the one hand, the after- 
image is seen as located before one's eyes, rather than in one's mind, where visual memories are 
seen... But on the other hand, one does not perceive these items as actually existing in the 
locations to which they are subjectively referred. .-. Mhe after-image is seen as overlaying 
the 
thin air before one's eyes, where there is visibly nothing to see. ... Mhe image [is thus 
perceived] as a figinent or projection of one's eye's: ... in short, [it is] perceived as existing only 
in so far as one is perceiving Fit]. (Boghossian and Velleman 1997a, 86) 
Boghossian and Velleman hold that one does not see after-images as material objects because 
the latter, in contrast to the former, are seen as existing independently of being experienced. 
The explanation for this has to do with how after-images are seen to be located in space. 
According to Boghossian and Velleman, after-images are seen as located 'before one's eyes', 
just like ordinary material objects. This means, I take it, that after-images share a space with 
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ordinary objects; from which it follows that it is at least possible in principle that an ordinary 
object and an after-image could trade location. However, they differ in how each is seen to 
occupy this space. Unlike ordinary material objects, after-images are seen cas overlaying the 
thin air before one's eyes, where there is visibly nothin to see'. It is on the basis of this that 9 
after-images are seen as not perception-independendy existing in the location they occupy 
from the point of view of the subject. Instead, they are seen as MMd-dependent projections. 
And so, on Boghossian's and Velleman's view, premise (3. ) is established. 
I want to focus on the move from the claim about how an after-image is seen to occupy its 
spatial location to the claim about how it is seen to exist. Let us ignore any questions about the 
aptness of the specific charactensation offered. I therefore grant, for the sake of the argument, 
that what it is like for one to experience an after-image involves it 'overlaying the thin air 
before one's eyes, where there is visibly nothing to see'. Although, if truth be told, I do not 
know really what to make of especially the second part of the characterisation. What does it 
mean to say that it looks to one as if there is visibly nothing to see? As best as I can make 
sense of it, I suggest that what Boghossian and Velleman have in mind is that after-images are 
not seen as located in space to the same dete i ate degree as ordinary objects. More 
positively, they hold that after-images are seen as having indeterminate location in space. 
The question under consideration, then, is whether the apparent indeterminacy 111 spatial 
location of after-images as it is revealed in introspection phenomenally entails the apparent 
mind-dependence of these entities. I think not. How things appear to me spatially when I 
experience an after-image leave wide open the question of whether this is an entity that could 
also be seen by somebody else, whether it could exist independently of my experience of it or 
anyone else's experience of it. For instance, it is easy to imagine a world in which there exist 
entities that look like after-images, hoverin around in their (indete ate) location but which 9 
are perceptible by more than one person at a time. Keep in mind that Boghossian and 
Velleman did not claim that after-images appear to have no spatial location. On the contrary, 
they hold that after-images are seen to be located in the same space that ordinary physical 
objects are seen to be located. It is also possible to imagine that these after-inlage-looking 
entities are entities that are only perceptible under standard conditions. Perhaps for these 
entities to become visible to a human perceiver, it has to be dusk or night and one has to look 
into a bright light beforehand. Moreover, given that they have some shape and colour, as well 
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as spatial location, one might even be able to recognise them again. Such a world populated by 
after-image-looking entities is easily Visually imagined. 
The point is that there is nothing in the spatial appearance of after-images that would rule out, 
or at the very least make it difficult to conjure up, such a world in imagination. Suppose 
someone asks me to imagine a world with blue tomatoes. This is easy to do, but I have to 
change the appearance properties of tomatoes. Normally tomatoes appear to be red. I cannot 
visually Unagine a world with blue tomatoes without changing how tomatoes appear in the 
actual world. No such change is required in order to imagine a world with after-image-looking 
entities. Specifically, one does not have to change how they appear spatially. But M the 
imagined world, they are entities that have independent existence, they are visible under 
standard conditions and an observer is able to recognise them again. At a minimum, it is 
unclear what an observer would make of their ontological status. The spatial appearance is 
compatible with either, their mind-dependence or their mind-independence. 
However, it might be argued that there is a commitment to the mind-dependence of after- 
images on the basis of our concept of an after-irnage. After-images, as we conceive of them, 
are mind-dependent entities. They cannot fail to seem dependent on our experience of them. 
This may well be true. But, in so far as the above scenario is coherently imaginable, this 
conceptual commitment is not grounded in the visual spatial appearance of after-images. Of 
course, the imagined entities would not be after-images, they would simply look like them. The 
way In which our after-images seem to be mind-dependent entities must be grounded M 
something other than visual appearance. 
There is another fact about after-images, related to their spatial character, which might be 
thought to make them appear to be rrund-dependent. When one stands in a room, looking into 
bright sunlight coming through the window and then turns to look at a bookshelf Ma shadowy 
comer, it is usually the case that one experiences a window-shaped after-image on the shelf 
But when one moves one's gaze across the rows of books, the after-i-Mage moves along, 
remaining at a fixed location in one's Visual field. This dependence on its location in the Visual 
field may be thought to make it appear that the after-image is independent of what is out there 
in the physical world you are observing, and therefore yield an appearance of mind- 
dependence. This is obviously false. A tiny scratch on the lens of one's eye appears as a speck 
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in one's Visual field, moving along with one's gaze. It, too, appears independent of the 
particular scene before one's eyes. But there is hardly an appearance of MMd-dependence here. 
Now, I doubt that the above line of reasoning about after-uinages would in fact be tempting 
for more than two seconds. However, it serves well to bring out a general point which will 
connect us back with the overall theme of this chapter. In the previous paragraph I presented a 
move from allegedly observing that after-images do not seem to be part of the physical scene 
before one's eyes to the claim that they must be mind-dependent entities. This reflects a 
prejudice, evident in much of the current literature on perception, about what counts as a 
viable ontological option for an account of phenomenal properties. In turn, this often informs 
views about Visual appearances. 57 Nowadays, the only permissible choice is generally taken to 
be between mind-dependent, non-physiCal objects and mind-independent, physical objects. 
But, if we look back to the philosophy of perception in the first half of the 20 th century, we 
quickly encounter a third option, namely Mind-Mdependent but non-physiCal objects. In other 
words, abstract objects. Some versions of Sense Data Theory famously championed this 
option. They held that sense data are abstract, mind-mdependent objects. 58 This option is 
hardly ever taken seriously anymore, not to mention argued for. Indeed, in first considering the 
unattractive line of thought M the previous paragraph, I suspect most would not have 
countenanced the idea that the after-image, or the speck in one's Visual field might be an 
abstract entity. However, the current unpopularity IS not due to enhanced (or diminished) 
phenomenal awareness, but to ontological preferences. It is a decision made before coming to 
consider one's visual phenomenology. 
The reason I mention this here is to bring out a general point about phenomenal character and 
our alleged awareness of ontological status. Consider a wider range of options about the 
ontological status of entities - i. e. mind-dependent, mind-independent physical, and d- 
independent abstract. The task of deciding on purely phenomenal grounds whether the entities 
one IS presented with in experience appear to belong in either of these categories is much more 
formidable than when merely the two most opposing options are taken into account. If one 
were mclined to believe - as I certainly am not - that mtrospection. reveals whether one is 
presented with special mind-dependent objects or with ordinary physical nund-independent 
57 For a discussion of this prejudice in the philosophy of perception, see Crane 2000,188. 
58 H. H. Price, and at one stage G. E Moore, held such views. More recently, a lonely figure defending this view is 
Robinson 1994. 
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objects, one would have to acknowledge that matters are much more complicated when all the 
options are considered. If an entity were to appear to be nuind-independent, this would still 
leave undetermined whether it appears to be a non-physical abstract object or a physical 
concrete object instead. Similarly, if an object were to appear not to be an ordinary physical 
mind-independent object, one would still have to decide whether it appears to be a mind- 
dependent object of sorts or an abstract mind-dependent object. So now it seems, physicality 
and non-physiCality, concrete-ness and abstractness also have to be features one has to be 
introspectively aware of This must erode some of the plausibility that might have been 
thought to attach to the claim that introspection of Visual phenomenology reveals apparent 
ontological status of entities presented in experience. 
This concludes my discussion of the appeal to transparency. In the previous chapter I showed 
that this appeal comprises two independent claims, (LT) and (MI). I then argued that q: T) 
might be thought to be acceptable - although I also gave some reasons not to think so - but 
that it can be accommodated by all the four main views of the nature of experience. In this 
chapter I turned my attention to (MI). (MI) is where, with respect to the Standard Method, all 
the action is. If (MI) were true then Intentionalism and Naive Realism could be shown to be 
much more plausible views of the metaphysics of experience than their rivals. If, that is, 
introspection of what experience is like reveals that it is as if mind-111dependent objects and 
their properties are before one, Intentionalism and Naive Realism can provide an account of 
phenomenal character that is phenomenally much more adequate than Sense Datum Theory or 
the Mental Paint View. For the latter two claim that in introspection of what experience is like 
we are aware of special sensory objects or mental paint properties. According to (MI), there is 
introspective evidence for neither of these claims. But 111 this chapter I have argued that (MI) is 
unacceptable. This makes the overall appeal to appeal to transparency illegitimate. And without 
(MI), an appeal to transparency based merely on (I-J) IS, although perhaps acceptable, entirely 
useless from the point of view of the Standard Method. 
91 
Chapter 4 
The Presentational Feature 
(1) Introduction 
In this chapter I will discuss another main claim about Visual phenomenology that some users 
of the Standard Method draw attention to. This claim, too, concerns a certain phenomenal 
feature revealed to one in introspection of what experience is like. Focus on the particular 
feature is primarily associated with defenders of Sense Datum Theory. This is because they 
usually put forward a principle about the nature of phenomenal character, namely the 
Phenomenal Principle. The Phenomenal Principle says that when it looks to one as if, say, 
there is a green square in front of one, then there really is an object that has the properties 
green and square, to which one is directly related. Sense Datum Theorists claim that this 
principle is grounded in a particular feature of what experience is like. This is the feature I will 
investigate in this chapter. 
Given the popularity of claims involving this feature among the now very unfashionable Sense 
Datum Theory it might be assumed that it is easy prey for critical attack. Interestingly, this is 
not so. In some ways, it is much more difficult to contest than the feature I have discussed in 
the previous chapter. In contrast to my critique of the mind-independence feature, I allow that 
there is something answering to this feature in phenomenal character. However, I argue that 
once understood correctly, it IS hopeless as a constraint on building one's metaphysics of 
experience. 
In the first two sections, I set out and clarify the Phenomenal Principle and the feature 
supposedly grounding it in phenomenal character, as it is characterised by Sense Datum 
Theorists. Then, M section (4), 1 consider another characterisation of this feature, which can be 
found among defenders of Intentionalism. In section (5) 1 compare the two characterisations. I 
show that proponents of Sense Datum Theory cannot sensibly hold anything more than is 
encompassed by the characterisation of the feature favoured by Intentionalists. Finally, in 
section (6), 1 argue that on this more plausible characterisation of this feature of phenomenal 
character, it is not sufficient to recommend the Phenomenal Principle, rather than another 
alternative Intentionalist principle. But this throws into doubt the whole idea that the feature in 
question provides agroundinT for any of these principles. 
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(2) The Phenomena] Piinciple 
In the Sense Datum Theory literature, one finds &equent explicit or implicit acceptance of 
what Robinson (1994) calls the Thenomerial Principle'. This principle makes the following 
claim about what experience is like. 
(Phen) If it looks to a subject as if there is an F before her, then there actually exists 
something that has F and that the subject is aware of 
In other words, to have a Visual experience as of some F is to be aware of an actual object that 
possesses the sensory property F. Suppose you are having a visual experience as of a red ball. 
On introspecting what your experience is like, it looks to you as if there is a red and round 
thing before you. According to (Phen) you are aware of an actually existing object that 
possesses the sensory properties redness and roundness. Robinson explicitly states the 
principle as follows: 
If there sensibly appears to a subject to be something which possesses a particular sensible 
quality then there is something of which the subject is aware which does possess that sensible 
quality. (Robinson 1994,32) 
Another defender of (Phen), C. D. Broad, presents it as part of his version of Sense Datum 
Theory, the theory of sensa. I have highlighted the relevant part in the passage below: 
We may generalise this theory of sensible appearance [i. e. the theory of sensal as follows: 
Vhenever I trulyjudge that x appears to me to have the senj7ble qua, 60 q, what happens is that I am &rea# 
aware of a certain oýiecty, which (a) rrally does have the qualit y q, and (b) stands in some peculiarly 
intimate relation, yet to be determined, to x. (Broad 1965a, 89) 
From Broad's quote we can also see how the Sense Datum Theory satisfies (Phen). The theory 
postulates that an experience is built from an acquaintance relation between the subject and a 
special sensory object which really does possess the sensory properties the subject is aware of 
However, note that (Phen) is not identical to the Sense Datum Theory, nor does it support the 
Sense Datum Theory exclusively. (Phen) says that when it looks to a subject as if there is an F 
before her, then there actually exists something that has F and that she is aware of. Two other 
views of experience may be thought to be compatible with (Phen) as well. Consider the 
Multiple Location Theory, which is a slightly less naive version of Naive Realism. It holds that 
veridical and certain illusory experience is built firom a relation between a subject and an 
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ordinary physical object and its sensible properties. 59 The properties that the subject is aware of 
when reflecting on what such experience is like are actually had by the object. Some of these 
are properties that are relativised to places; the idea is that from a particular place, a coin, say, 
really has the property of being elliptical. According to this view, part of what we are aware of 
in being aware of the coin are its 'multiply located' properties. The other view of experience 
compatible with (Phen) is standard Naive Realism. It says that vendical experience is built 
from an acquaintance relation between a subject and a public object and its sensible properties. 
Hence, when it looks to the subject as if there is an F before her, Naive Realists hold that there 
is an object before the subject that really has the properties she is aware of On both of these 
two theories, the experiencing subject is related to an ordinary, public object that actually 
possesses the properties she is aware of - hence their compatibility with (Phen). Multiple 
Location Theory and Naive Realism are only concerned with veridical experience and certain 
kinds of illusion. While they endorse (Phen) with respect to those types of experience, they stay 
silent on the other types (e. g. hallucinations). 
This silence on other types of experience may lead one to think that the Sense Datum Theory 
still satisfies (Phen) better than either the Multiple Location Theorists and Naive Realists 
because it covers all types of experience. After all, the latter two theories do seem to owe a 
story as to what to say about delusory experience. But proponents of these theories might just 
deny that (Phen) is applicable III these other cases. That is, they might deny that when one 
undergoes a hallucinatory experience as of some F before one, it genuinely looks to one as if 
there is an F before one. (Radler, they will insist, it merely seems to one as if this IS so. ) Hence, 
these theorists might be able to augment their accounts to deal with illusions and 
hallucinations. 60 
The three views compatible with (Phen) also differ in the kinds of properties they are prepared 
to attribute to the object of experience. Naive Realism holds that these are ordinary properties 
that we common-sensically attribute to ordinary objects on the basis of perception, such as 
being a tomato, being a house, blueness and roundness, etc. The Multiple Location Theory, as 
we have seen, holds that there are two kinds of property on is aware of 'in reflecting on 
experience, both of which are had by ordinary objects. One kind of property is had by the 
object simplidler, the other hind is had by the object relative to a place. Most Sense Datum 
'9 See Robinson 1994,44-8 for discussion of this view. 
60 See, for instance, Martin forthcoming for a defence of Naive Realism on this score. 
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Theorists, by contrast, hold that introspection of what experience is like reveals only a limited 
range of properties. These are usually basic colour, shape and location properties (e. g. Jackson 
1977,33). This is a significant difference among the three theories. It concerns which kinds of 
feature each claims one is aware of when introspectively reflecting on experience - it is 
therefore a difference in what they say experience is like. This dispute cannot be settled by 
(Phen), however. The principle is too general to record the difference 'in kinds of property. It 
seems we would have to look to a more detailed expression of what experience is like to 
resolve this disagreement. 
These considerations show that (Phen) cannot be taken to constitute the sole case in favour of 
the Sense Datum Theory. Certainty, the main mark of the Sense Datum Theory - the 
metaphysically special objects, sense data, sensa - is not justified by appeal to such 
introspective evidence alone. To be fair, though, friends and foes of the Sense Datum Theory 
are often clear about thiS. 61 And if true, (Phen) does rule out some of the available theories. 
Specifically, it is not compatible with standard Intentionalist theories of visual experience. 'Me 
latter hold that the features one is aware of when introspecting what experience is like are 
represented properties. By contrast, (Phen) requires that there are properties instantiated in an 
object of experience with which the subject is acquainted. 
, Although we have just seen that proponents of theories of visual experience other than Sense 
Datum Theory may favour the Phenomenal Principle, I will continue to consider it through 
the eyes of Sense Datum Theorists throughout my discussion in this chapter. This simplifies 
exposition of the issues; the criticisms put forward are meant, mutatis mutan&s, to apply to any 
theory that employs the Phenomenal Principle. 
FoRowing the passage quoted above, Broad goes on to give us an instance of his version of the 
Sense Datum Tbeory: 
Thus, when I look at a pennv from the side, what happens, on the present theory, is at least 
this: I have a sensation, whose object is an elliptical, brown sensum.... 
Hence, according to Broad, when I look at a penny from the side and from where I am I can 
see its brown colour but only an efliptical part of its shape, the foHowing is true of me. I am 
61 E. g. Broad 1965a, 90; Crane 2000,176; Tye 2000,53-4. 
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sensorily related to an object that has the properties of brownness and being elliptical. Others 
have endorsed (Phen) implicitly by pomting out Mstances of it. Moore and Price for example, 
show their acceptance of the principle by how they treat specific cases of visual experience: 
For it seems to me quite plain that what is meant by saying that the same surface 'looks' 
different to two different people is that each is 'seeing', in a sense which I have called 'directly 
see', an entity which really is different from what the other is seeing. ... And it also seems to me 
plain that, to say that, e. g. if I am wearing blue spectacles, a wall which is white but not bluish- 
white looks' bl; jish-white to me, is merely another way of saying that I am directly seeing an 
expanse which really is of a bluish-white colour.... (Moore 1965,133) 
When I say 'This table appears brown to me' it is quite plain that I am acquainted with an actual 
instance of brownness (or equally plainly with a pair of instances when I see double). This 
cannot indeed be proved, but it is absolutely evident and indubitable. But I am not acquainted 
with an actual instance of tableness, though of course it may be that there is one. Thus the 
natural way of restating the original sentence 'fl-lis table appears brown to me' is 'I am 
acquainted with something which aaualYy is brown (viz. a sense-datum) and I believe that there 
is a table to which this something is intimately related.... (Price 1932,63) 
Moore says that when looking at a white wall through blue-tinted glasses, one directly sees 
something - 'an expanse' - which is in fact of a bluish colour. And Price maintains that when 
seeing a brown table one is acquainted with something that actually is brown. So, both Moore 
and Price agree with Broad that when something looks F to one then there is something that is 
F to which one is directly related. 
Furthermore, Moore and Price talk about how their claims about what experience is like 'seem 
plain' to diem, or even 'absolutely evident and indubitable'. This expressed confidence is based 
on first person inspection of experience. With the help of their examples they invite the reader 
to do the same and they clearly expect the result to be overwhelming confirmation. Broad, too, 
holds that reflection on one's own experience lends strong support to (Phen): 
Now I think that it must be at least admitted that the sensum theory is highly plausible. When I 
look at a penny from the side I am certainly aware of sometbing, and it is certainly plausible to 
hold that this something is elliptical in the same plain sense in which a suitably bent piece of 
wire, looked at from straight above, is elliptical. (Broad 1965a, 89. ) 
In this manner, adherents to (Phen) assume that their principle is supported by first-person 
reflection on experience. That is to say, (Phen) is thought to be grounded 'in features of what 
experience is like as these are revealed m introspection. Specifically, according to Robinson 
(1994,45), it is 'the specially sensational or presentational element of perception' that provides 
the basis for (Phen). I will call this grounding feature 'the presentational feature' from now on. 
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fn the next section, we will look at the presentational feature as the Sense Datum Theorists 
characterise it in some greater detail. Once we have done so, we can begin to judge whether 
and in what sense this alleged feature of phenomenal character does in fact ground (Phen). 
PI T12epresentation2l feature 
Consider Moore's quote first. He says that when it looks as if there is a bluish-white wall 
before one, one directly sees before one an expanse that really Is bluish-white. T'his, according 
to Moore 'seems quite plain', and, as I said above, I take it that what he means is that it is 
obvious from first-person inspection of experience. We need to ask then, what experience 
must be like in order for d-iings to be plain in this way. With respect to this question, the 
crucial part of Moore's claim concerns what is contained in the relative clause, i. e. that the 
expanse really, is bluish-white. When one turns to Price and Broad, one sees a similar emphasis. 
Price claims that when one reflects on one's experience as of a brown table, it is plain that one 
is acquainted with an actual instance of brownness. In such a case, he says, it seems to one as if 
something actually IS brown. In his famous tomato example, Price says that one is 
introspectively aware of the existence of something In which the properties one is aware of are 
instantiated. 
Wlen I see a tomato there is much that I can doubt. ... One thing however I cannot doubt: 
that there exists a red patch of a round and somewhat bulgy shape ... and that this whole field 
of colour is presented to my consciousness. (Price 1932,3) 
-Ili-is fits well with Broad's clairn. When having an experience as of a penny from the side, 
Broad holds, it looks as if there is something before one that really has the property of being 
elliptical. To get at this sense in which it looks as if there is something before one, Broad's 
theory posits 'the actual existence of an elliptical object' (88). All three philosophers therefore 
agree in their characterisation of what experience is like on this issue. They hold that such 
characterisation must mention the presentation of somelbiq that actually, or rvally, exists and 
possesses the properties that one is aware of. 
As a working hypothesis, I am going to assume that this characterisation captures the 
presentational feature of experience that Robinson has in mind. That is, I am going to assume 
that it captures the presentational feature of phenomenal character. It is clear that if the 
presentational feature is part of phenomenal character it is one that is supposed to be common 
to all experiences. S's experience as of a yellow triangle, your experience as of a red ball and my 
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experience as of a blue square all are thought to share it. As such, it is more like a second-order 
phenomenal feature - it is a feature of other phenomenal features. According to the Sense 
Datum Theorists, whichever features or qualities one is aware of in mtrospecting one's 
experiences they will be presented as if they are possessed by something that actually exists. Let 
us call this something that the Sense Datum theorists talk about 'object of experience' or 
'object of one's (experiential or phenomenal) awareness'. Hence, phenomenal features are 
presented as being had by an actually existing object of experience. In other words, what one is 
presented with is presented as actual# exisfing. So we now have first stab at a characterisation of 
the presentational feature based on the Sense Datum Theory literature: 
(P) When mtrospecting what experience is like, it is as if one is presented with actuaUY 
existing objects and their features. 
Let us set aside for a moment the issue of whether (P) is an acceptable claim about 
phenomenal character. I briefly want to consider how (P) might relate to (Phen). Suppose (P) 
is true. We want to know whether, and in which way, it might ground (Phen). On the face of it, 
the two are certainly not equivalent. (P), as we have just seen, is a claim about what experience 
is like, namely that phenomenal character involves the presentational feature. (Phen), by 
contrast, is a claim about the ontological ingredients of experience. It says what the nature of 
phenomenal character consists in, namely an acquaintance relation between the subject and a 
certain kind of object and its properties. One suggestion for the grounding relation might be 
that we can derive the latter from the former simply by taking the presentational feature at face 
value. The assumption would be that phenomenal character wears its metaphysics on its 
sleeves. One merely has to introspect what experience IS like and one will become thereby 
aware of the ontological ingredients of experience. But one might hold that, on the one hand, 
this suggestion simplifies matters too much and, on the other, it puts a more severe condition 
on the relation between (P) and (Phen) than necessary. For, another suggestion would be to 
hold that the grounding relation is one between e-%planans and mplanandum. (Phen) - the 
metaphysical proposal - explains (P) - what experience is like. 620f course, these two proposals 
are not directly in competition with each other. If one is convinced that phenomenal character 
wears its metaphysics on its sleeve, then, of course, one will think that the proposed 
metaphysics best explains what such experience is like. But the point is that one does not have 
62 Or underwrites (P). See Ch. 1, sec. (4) for this qualification. 
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to hold that the nature of phenomenal character is immediately and exactly revealed by 
introspection. As long as one can make a case that one's metaphysics best explains what 
experience is like from first-person reflection the former may be thought of as grounded in the 
latter. On this less demanding view, for (P) to be regarded as grounding (Phen), the latter 
needs to be at least the best explanation of (P). 
Let us leave this general issue about the grounding relation between (Phen) and the 
presentational feature in the background for now (we will come back to it in section (6)) and 
return to our discussion of the presentational feature itself Specifically, we need to look in 
detail at our first characterisation of it, i. e. at (P). (P) is the claim that when reflecting 
introspectively on what experience is like, it is as if what one is presented with actually existing 
objects and their properties. The presentational feature, according to this characterisation of it, 
is apparent actual existence of the objects and properties presented in experience. We have to 
ask what Sense Datum Theorists might have in mind by it. As the label readily indicates, 
apparent actual existence concerns the apparent existential situation of what is presented to 
one M introspection. But M which sense exactly? It does not concern ontological status in the 
manner that the mind-independence feature does. Apparent actual existence of what is 
presented to one in experience is supposed to be compatible with all sorts of ontologlical 
positions about the presented entities. To say that presented objects look as if they actually 
exist is often held to be neutral on whether they are mind-dependent or mind-independent, or 
whether they are abstract, mental or physical (see, e. g. Broad 1965b; Crane 2000). Perhaps, 
then, it concerns the modal status of the presented properties and objects. According to this 
suggestion, when one asserts that upon reflecting on one's experience it looks as if there are 
actually existing objects and their properties before one, one is making a claim about how 
things appear modally to one. 
The natural reaction at this point is to wonder what it means to say that things appear as 
actually existing in a modal sense. And, it quickly transpires that (P) cannot be meant as a claim 
about the appearance of modal status in any serious sense. On the one hand, if it were, it 
would not be of much interest from the point of view of accounting for the nature of 
experience. The two Important modal concepts are possibility and necessity. A state of affairs 
being actual is compatible with it being necessary or merely possible. So suppose that 
appearances did involve actuality in this modal sense. Nothing much would follow from it, 
other than that it does not look as if what is presented to one is impossible. On the other hand, 
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on this interpretation, (P) would be false: one can have an experience as of an impossible 
object; perhaps not exactly round squares, but things involving perspectival impossibility, as 
depicted in certain Escher paintings, for instance. (Some fun examples can be found in Bruno 
Ernst's aptly tided book, 'Adventures with Impossible Objects' (Ernst 1986)). 
Therefore the adverbs 'actually' and 'really' (or adjectives, when used in noun phrases) are best 
thought of as not contributing anything crucial to the characterisation of how things appear. If 
they did, one would have to acknowledge a three-fold distinction between actual, or real, 
existence and non-actual, or unreal, existence and non-existence. What kinds of things might 
fall under each category? We quickly get into very complicated metaphysical territory. 
However, for it to be relevant to (P), this is a distinction that would have to be revealed, at 
least partially so, in introspection of visual phenomenology. But it is not very credible that the 
phenomenal character of Visual experience contains such sophisticated metaphysical theory. 63 
In view of these considerations, it IS highly unlikely that proponents of (P) have in mind the 
appearance of modal status when they say that it looks as if some property instance or 
something having properties actually exists. It is much more plausible that when Sense Datum 
Theory proponents of (P) are talking of the apparent actual existence or real existence of what 
is presented to one, they simply mean to say with gusto that it is as if these presented entities 
exist. In other words, they mean to point out that it is as if these presented entities exist and 
they want to do so emphatically: 'Look, it is as if they actually do existV So, this leaves us with a 
cleaned-up interpretation of (P): it says that first-person reflection on one's experience reveals 
that it IS as if the presented objects and their properties exist. There is some emphasis added in 
terms of 'actually' and 'really' but nothing more. 
63 For one thing, there are many and very different views of modality (and I am not aware of any appeal to visual 
phenomenology in defending a particular view). But to give a specific example: Lewis (1986) holds that modal 
space is constituted by possible worlds. Possible worlds are spatio-temporally distinct, parallel universes; they and 
their inhabitants have existence in a firm and robust sense of existence. One of these possible worlds is our world. 
The way in which this world is singled out from among all other possible worlds is in indexical fashion (i. e. it is 
Mir world from our point of view); on Lewis' account, the term 'actual' is used solely to perform this indexical 
function. Something actually existing is something that exists in our world on this view. Non-actuafly existing 
things are those that are part of a possible world distinct from the actual world. Surely, it is implausible to hold 
that such a sophisticated theory is reflected in visual phenomenology. Nloreover, on Lewis' account, to be an 
actually existing object is to be part of the spatio-temporal physical framework of the act" world. This means 
that non-physical abstract objects and mental objects are, if thev exist, not actually existing but non-actuafly 
existing. So to say that something looks as if it actually exists would be to say that it looks as if it is part of the 
physical world around one. But it does not make sense to suppose that Sense Datum theorists, who hold that in 
experience one is aware of a special object -a mental, or non-mental, nonpýOcal object - should draw attention to 
something like physical existence in support of their view. 
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Is (P), so understood, acceptable? One might think that this question is easy to answer: simply 
introspect what your experience is like and you should be able to tell straightaway whether or 
not (P) is true. It seems proponents of (P) would find this to be an entirely appropriate and 
convincing way - and perhaps the only way - of establishing (P). Recall Moore's and Price's 
insistence that the phenomenal principle is 'quite plain' and 'indubitable' firom inspection of 
one's experience. Price admits that there cannot be a proof M terms of a valid argument with 
premises and conclusion, but he is satisfied that such is not needed in this case: 'appeal to 
every man Is own consciousness' is thought to be sufficiently persuasive (Price 1932,6). 
However, this peculiar way of establishing (P) makes it very difficult to deliberate its truth. T'his 
difficulty is, of course, a recurrent theme in this thesis. Each of us only has reflection on their 
own experience to go on and testimonial evidence from other people's reflection on their 
experience. Such a method is perhaps not so bad when all agree, but very inconvenient when 
they do not. A sensible way to proceed is therefore to ask whether there is general agreement 
concerning the presentational feature in the literature. We have already seen above that 
representatives from the Sense Datum tradition hold that a characterisation of phenomenal 
character crucially involves (P). Moore, Price, Broad and Robinson all point to the alleged 
phenomenal fact that in experience one is aware of actually existing instances of properties. 
Does agreement go further than the confines of Sense Datum Theory? The answer is 
complicated. As we shall see, there is no direct agreement on (P). Still, even if (P) is 
unacceptable, there is still a more general question about the presentational feature. Perhaps 
there is some other characterisation of this feature that finds acceptance on a wider scale. That 
is to say, one might hold that the presentational feature is part of phenomenal character, but 
under a different characterisation than the one I proposed can be found in some of the Sense 
Datum Theory literature. If so, maybe this other characterisation would be sufficient to ground 
(Phen). 
I will argue in the next two sections that there is a sense in which there is agreement on the 
presentational feature. First, I will show that Intentionalists hold that experience has 
presentational character. On the basis of what they say, I will offer a characterisation of the 
presentational feature different from (P). Then I will argue that there is significant agreement 
on the matter between Sense Datum Theorists and Intentionalists. This requires giving up on 
certain elements contained in (P). In the last section I will investigate whether the 
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presentational feature so understood can provide sufficient grounding for the Phenomenal 
Principle. 
(4) The tbere-ness feature 
So let us now change tack slightly and look for endorsement of the presentational feature 
outside the Sense Datum Theory literature. Or, perhaps more carefully, I want to look at what 
strikes me as an area of agreement concerning visual phenomenology among more 
contemporary philosophers. This agreement, once its object is adequately specified, amounts 
to widespread endorsement of a feature of phenomenal character that deserves to be called the 
presentational feature. 
Searle (1983) draws attention to the following feature of what experience is like: 
If 
, 
for example, I see a yellow station wagon in front of me, the experience I have is directly of 
the object. It doesn't just 'represene the object, it provides direct access to it. TI)e experience 
has a kind of directness, immediacy and involuntariness which is not shared by a belief which I 
might have about the object in its absence. ... p3]ecause of the special features of perceptual 
experiences I propose to call them 'presentations'.... (45-6) 
Searle notes that the character of experience involves the apparent direct or immediate access 
to what is presented to one. He holds that this feature is special to the phenomenology of 
experience; the character of belief and other representational mental phenomena does not 
involve this putative directness or immediacy. 64This thought - that the character of experience 
is immediate - is widely shared among proponents of very different views of experience. 
Philosophers express the thought in slightly different, but relevantly similar ways. Sturgeon 
(2000), for example, points to a feature of phenomenal character he calls 'Scene-Inimediacy': 
Mour visual experience will place a moving rock before the mind in a uniquely vivid way. Its 
phenomenology will be as if a scene is made manifest to you. This is the most striking aspect of 
visual consciousness. It's the signal feature of visual phenomenology. And there's nothing 
ineffable about it. Such phenomenology involves a uniquely vivid directedriess upon the world. 
Visual phenomenology makes it for a subject as if a scene is simply presented. Veridical 
perception, illusion and hallucination seem to place objects and their features directly before the 
mind. (Sturgeon 2000,9) 
641t is argued by Martin 2002b, though, that visual imagination also involves the apparent presence of objects and 
their properties. However, he points out that it is apparent presence in imaginary space. So one mi-ght say 
therefore that the character of experience still involves a unique appearance of presence, as long as this is 
understood to be presence in experiential space and not imaginary space. 
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According to Sturgeon, what experience is like involves the placement of something 'before 
the mind in a uniquely vivid way'. The objects and properties one is aware of are 'sunply 
presented' and this means that they are placed 'directly before the mind'. This is Sturgeon's 
way of expressing the idea that the phenomenal character of experience involves the apparent 
direct access to the object of experience that Searle is talking about. He also asserts that this 
element is special to experience. Both philosophers therefore agree that phenomenal character 
of experience typically and distinctively 'involves the ap j parent presence of an object and its 
properties. Experience, according to them, has a presentational character. This agreement is 
not confined to one sort of account of visual experience. We have just seen an instance of such 
agreement between Searle, who holds an Intentionalist view and Sturgeon, who holds a 
combination of Sense Datum Theory and Intentionalism (the 'Intentional Trope Theory). 
Martin (2002b), a Naive Realist, proposes that it IS reasonable to claim 'that sensory states 
involve a certain immediacy or apparent presence of an object which is simply not required in 
cases of pure thought' (387-8). All In all, there is agreement among philosophers of perception 
in general that visual experience has presentational character. 65 
The assertions about the presentational character of experience we have just reviewed are not 
very strong. All of the philosophers above point out that experience is presentational. They 
say, in other words, that introspecting what experience is like reveals that it is as if objects and 
their properties are right there in front of one. Now, of course most of them combine claims 
about the presentational character with a lot of other claims about what experience is like, for 
example about what sorts of objects or what sorts of properties appear to be before the mind. 
I am ignoring any of these ffirther claims, focussing just on their claims about presentational 
character. When one has an experience as of a green plant, it is, say these philosophers, as if 
the green plant is directly before one. This is then usually contrasted with beliefs; beliefs are 
not presentational because when one has a belief about a green plant, it is not thereby that it is 
for one as if there is a green plant immediately before one. Sometimes this is expressed, as 
Searle does above, in terms of beliefs being able to be had in the absence of their objects. One 
needs to be clear at this point. Absence does not entail inexistence -in this case (nor in any 
other) without filrffier premises. Absence is the opposite of presence. The contrast with 
respect to beliefs and experience is this. Suppose I have a belief about the Eiffel Tower while I 
am in London. My belief might be true and, moreover, nothing in virtue of what having the 
1,5 Befief-analyses of perception are perhaps an exception. At least, these theories do not seem to have the 
resources to accommodate the presentational character of experience. See, e. g. Armstrong 1968. 
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belief is like makes it appear to me as if the Eiffel Tower is present to me right there where I 
am in London. Now suppose that I have an experience as of the Eiffel Tower while I am 'in 
London. In having such an experience, it will. look to me as if the Eiffel Tower is present to 
me right there in London. My experience is not a verldical perception, of course (the Eiffel 
Tower is, after all, in Paris), but a delusory experience of some sort, mivolvin either an 9 
misperception of something else as the Eiffel Tower, or a ffill-blown hallucination. 
To say that experience is presentational, or that it has presentational character, is then to say 
that experience displays its objects as if they are in the presence of the subject of experience. It 
is as if the objects of experience are right there before one. On this view, what experience is 
like involves the apparent presence or apparent tberr-ness of the objects of experience and their 
properties. 
To say that something is there before one, or present in visual experience might be held to 
introduce an aspect of the spatial character of the experience. Concentrating on Visual 
experience, as I do in this thesis, it would not be an unreasonable conjecture. But on this 
occasion, I think it is instructive briefly to consider sensory experience in other modalities. 
Auditory, gustatory and olfactory experiences do not have a spatial character like visual 
experience has. If they do have a spatial character at all, it is much more minimal or 
rudimentary M kind. However, these kinds of experiences, too, might be thought to display 
their objects as if they are present to one. So, for example, when one smells a sweet scent it is 
as if this scent (or maybe even the source of the scent) is present to one's senses. Similarly, 
when one hears a score of music, it is as if the sounds (or, again, maybe their sources) are 
there, around one and present to one's hearing. 66 
Both issues, what kind of spatial character, if any, is had by sensory experiences other than 
visual experience and whether such experiences display their objects as if they are present to 
one are complicated and I do not want to pursue them here. So let me say something 
maximally non-committal but sug estive. If one holds that the character of other sensory 99 
experiences also involves the presentational feature and if one holds that other sensory 
experiences do not have sufficiently similar spatial character, then one could perhaps suppose 
"6 Most Sense Datum Theorists hold that (P) is a feature of all kinds of sensory experience. ff the presentational 
feature of experience just set out is also applicable to experience in other sense modalities, this would strengthen 
my case for making out a common ground between die Sense Datum Theorists and other philosophers on this 
score. 
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that the presentational feature is some primitive indexicality that the characters of these 
experiences all possess. At any rate, since we are concerned only with visual experience here, it 
is sufficient to think of the there-ness or presence of objects in experience as a kind of spatial 
presence. That is to say, we may think of the sense in which it is as if objects are there, before 
one, as their being apparently right in the space before one. I will use the phrases 'apparent 
there-ness' or 'there-ness feature' to talk about the feature of phenomenal character that is 
responsible for experience having a presentational character in the sense just set out. 
(9) There-ness and (P) 
From the point of view of Sense Datum Theorists, recognition of (P) shows that an 
Intentionalist view is phenomenally inadequate and thus implausible. According to them, the 
introspective evidence shows that properties are experienced as really instantiated and that 
objects appearing to have these properties are experienced as actually existing. They then point 
out that Intentionalism says that phenomenal character is fully accounted for by appeal to 
representational properties alone. Yet, says the Sense Datum Theorist, how can a state that 
merely represents objects and their properties make it the case that in having that state it is as if 
these objects and properties really exist? It does not seem possible to account for (P) in terms 
of representational properties alone. Indeed, one kind of response to this challenge is to reject 
Intentionalism. in its pure form and endorse special non-representational properties that 
experiential states have in addition to representational properties (e. g. Peacocke (1983)). These 
are views that hold that there are mental Paint properties. Intentionalism paired off in this way 
with the Mental Paint View is a concession to the challenge by the Sense Datum Theory and it 
is compatible with (P). For, to account for phenomenal character, the mixed View posits 
properties that in fact exist and of which one is aware in introspection. 67 
As we have just seen in the previous section, Intentionalists generally accept that phenomenal 
character involves the there-ness feature. They insist that Intentionalism does not have to be 
abandoned in recognition of this phenomenal feature. Rather, such philosophers hold that 
their view can perfectly well. accommodate the introspective evidence captured by the there- 
ness feature. There are a number of proposals to deal with the there-ness feature that do not 
involve abandoning pure Intentionalism. They all hold that experience is a special kind of 
mental representation. While they hold that many or all mental phenomena are representations 
67 Although it depends a little how much one wants to make of the distinction between apparently existing 
properties and apparently existing objects having the presented properties. 
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(i-e. have intentional content) they trught say that there is a distinct kind of representation that 
applies only to experience. By appeal to a special kind of representation, the thought is, one 
can explain on the one hand how experience is different from other representational mental 
states such as belief and desire. Furthermore, a special kind of representation allows one to 
account for the distinctive phenomenology of experience, in particular, for the there-ness 
feature. 
We need to appeal to the idea that there is something special or distinctive to the case of 
sensory experience which contrasts with other cases of intentional states: that experience 
involves a particular way in which objects are presented as being so. ... [Flor the subject it 
is as 
if the objects are right before him. The intentional theorist seeks to explain this aspect of 
experience by reference to the kind of state of mind experiencing is. (Martin 2002b, 388 & 399) 
There are different ways to spell out the idea that experience is a special kind of representation. 
One popular suggestion is to say that experience has non-conceptual content. The idea is that 
in order to have an experience with a given content p. one does not have to possess the 
concepts which essentially characterise p. In other words, one does not have to possess the 
concepts which one would have to possess if one were to have a conceptual state that p. 
(Crane 2001,152. See also Crane 1992; Evans 1982, ch. 5; Peacocke 1992, ch. 3; Martin 1994) 
One might further hold that such non-conceptual content IS coded in a specific 'analogue' way 
(e. g. Dretske 1981, ch. 6; Peacocke 1986). Among others, both these ideas are used to explain 
not only that experience differs from beliefs and other representational states, but also how it 
differs. Specifically, the ideas are used to explain that experiential content is re kte, i. e. that it's 
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content is much richer and fuller in detail than for instance the content of beliefs IS. There- 
ness may then be thought to be a phenomenological upshot of the state's having non- 
conceptual and/or analogue content. 
Another suggestion is based on the thought that there is a rational link between the 
phenomenology of experience and its functional tole in our mental economy. As noted by 
Austin (1962,113) a subject's perceptual beliefs have the role of fixing her beliefs about her 
environment, unless there is countervailing evidence. Moreover, experience is an important 
source of justification for our perceptual beliefs. According to the proposal at hand, bound up 
with these functional and normative aspects of experience is a phenomenological fact, namely 
that one seems to be directly presented with objects and their properties in experience. The 
thete-ness feature is thus part of an explanation of how experience comes to be a reason from 
the first-person perspective and hence of how experience has the functional role it does. 
106 
Specifically, the there-ness feature is thought to be the 'phenomenological echo' of the fact 
that one is having a state that has such a functional role. "The fact that one is having a 
perceptual experience with a certain content is manifested to a subject through his awareness 
of the seerning presence of the objects of experience. " Nartin 2002b, 391)68 
It seems that the Intentionalist can offer an account of the there-ness feature in terms of 
special aspects of the experiential representation. As we have seen, these may be a kind of 
content, or kind of coding of the content, or even a kind of functional role of the state in 
question. Each proposal contains the suggestion that the phenomenological character of the 
experience, in particular the putative presence of objects and their properties, is a 
phenomenological upshot or reflection of the relevant special aspect of the experience. 
This raises the question of how the there-ness feature compares to (P). Do they capture the 
same presentational aspect of experience? Do they capture distinct, related, or perhaps similar 
aspects of experience? On the one hand, in the beginning of this section we saw that there 
seems to be a great contrast. The claim that the character of experience involves apparent 
there-ness is in important ways metaphysically less charged than the one put forward by the 
Sense Datum TbeotiSts' assertion of (P). (P) is the claim that phenomenal character involves 
the appearance of existence of what one is aware of To say that the character of experience 
involves the there-ness feature is the claim that phenomenal character comprehends the 
appearance of (spatial) presence of what one is aware of One lesson from the last chapter was 
that the spatial character of experience does not bring with it any appearance of ontological 
status. Similarly, the there-ness feature does not encompass the appearance of existence of 
what is so presented. 
But although there is a significant contrast between (P) and the there-ness feature, there is also 
an equally significant convergence among the two. The convergence becomes evident when 
one considers that by (P) Sense Datum Theorists cannot have in mind the appearance of mere 
existence of the objects and properties of experience. Such a condition would be fulfilled if it 
appeared to one as if something existed in some place other than where one is currently 
positioned and undergoing the experience. But of course, the appearance of existence in some 
place or other does not get at what Sense Datum Theorists patently are after in putting forward 
68 1 do wonder, though, how aspects of the phenomenology can both allow states to have the fimctional role that 
they have and be the (phenomenological) echo or reflection of that functional role. 
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(P). It is existence in this place, where one is having the experience that matters. Minimally, 
then, (P) must be supposed to capture not only the apparent existence, but also the apparent 
presence of the objects of experiential awareness. 
But now one might fairly ask, concerning the putative appearance of existence, what it might 
be over and above than what is involved in the apparent presence of the objects of experience. 
By the end of section (3), 1 concluded that a reasonable interpretation of Sense Datum 
'MeoriSts' claim (P) has to employ the notion of existence simplititer, and not some more fancy 
notion, such as actual (in the modal sense of actual) existence, which involves sophisticated 
metaphysical theory. Moreover, we saw in chapter 3 that it is highly questionable to consider 
features concerning ontological status, i. e. tmnd-mdependence and mind-dependence part of 
visual phenomenology. And, finally, the notion of existence involved in (P) cannot be taken to 
be physical existence either. (P) is supposed to provide support for special objects as 
postulated by Sense Datum Theory, and on most versions of this view these are not physical 
entities. (See also footnote 63 on this point) In the end, it seems as if such a neutral and 
theoretically simple notion of apparent existence is empty. To say that phenomenal character 
involves the apparent existence of objects in this sense does not add anything to the claim of 
their putative presence in experience. 
In sum, we may think of (P) as dividing into two components: the there-ness feature and 
apparent existence. The first is shared by the Intentionalist charactensation of the 
presentational feature. The second is not shared by it. It is difficult to give any substance to 
this idea of apparent existence - apart from what is contained in apparent there-ness -which 
would not immediately render it highly implausible as a feature of phenomenal character. In 
the end, the second component of (P) - apparent existence - seems vacuous. 
(6) Tbere-ness and the P12eaomenal Principle 
I now want to return to the question touched upon in section (3), about whether and in which 
way the presentational feature may be thought to ground the Phenomenal Principle. After our 
discussion of (P) and the there-ness feature it has become clear that the there-ness feature is 
the more plausible candidate for the presentational feature. Two reasons support this verdict. 
Firstly, there is extensive agreement among philosophers that the there-ness feature is part of 3 
the phenomenology of Visual experience. Importantly, this agreement includes those that 
favour (P), since the there-ness feature is a component of (P). Secondly, our investigation made 
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it clear that the other component in (P), i. e. apparent existence is problematic. Either the idea 
of apparent existence is vacuous, or it is extremely obscure and implausible. 
The question before us, then, is M what sense if any, the there-ness feature grounds (Phen). It 
is clear that they are not equivalent. They are not even the same kind of claim; one is a claim 
about what experience is like, the other a principle about how what experience is like is best 
underwritten. The there-ness claim says that when one introspectively reflects on experience it 
is as if objects and their features are present to one. (Phen) says that if, on introspective 
reflection, it looks to a subject as if there is an F before her, then there actually exists 
something that has F and that the subject is aware of. So the next question IS whether the latter 
is the best explanation of the former. In other words, is the phenomenal fact that it looks as if 
the objects and their features are present to one best explained by the fact that there actually 
exist these objects and their features and the subject of experience is aware of diem? 
This, I want to propose, is not at all evident. To see why, consider Crane's take on the 
presentational aspect of experience. He holds that most philosophers agree on the followmig 
claiM about Visual phenomenology: 'in experience, something is given to the experiencer' 
(Crane 2000,189). Indeed, on his view, this is precisely what the early Sense Datum Theorists, 
such as Moore and Price, were eager to point out. 
Price's point is essendAy the same as Moore's: that perception presents us with something, 
something is given to us - this something is die given. (Crane 2000,176) 
Crane thinks that this claim comes to the same as saying that perceptual experience is 
relational, that 'experience relates us to something which is given to us' and that this is obvious 
on the basis of phenomenology. However, according to Sense Datum Theory this grounds 
(Phen). Defenders of Sense Datum Theory hold that the relation is an acquaintance relation 
and then focus on supplying a suitable object that can serve as the relatum in this relation. 
Crane proposes a different account. He suggests that the phenomenological observation of 
something being given or being presented in experience is best understood to ground an 
Intentionalist view. For, he points out, Intentionalism regards experiential states as at least 
apparently relational. 
[A]n intentional state is one in which the mind is directed on an object, one which presents an 
object, or one which has a content or a subject matter. As these phrases suggest, intentional 
states seem to be relational. Of course, many theories of intentionality end up denyin that 19 
109 
intentional states are genuine relations - some call them 'quasi-relational' - but the point is 
rather that these states give the appearance of presenting something, even if (as in the case of 
hallucination) there is nothing to be presented. So a theory which treats perceptual experiences 
as intentional states understands the given in a particular way: what is given is an intentional 
object. (Crane 2000,189-90) 
We therefore have here the suggestion that the presentational aspect of experience grounds a 
principle different from (Phen). This principle says that if it looks to one as if there is an F 
before one, then one is in an intentional state of a certain kind, namely one that represents to 
one that there is an F before one. In the previous section, we have seen different proposals for 
Intentionalist accounts of experience that might be up to the task of specifying such an 
intentional state. I am not interested In discussing the merits or defects of these proposals. 
What is important for my purposes is the general principle recommending that some 
Intentionalist account or other is true. It represents a genuine rival to (Phen). 
This is evident only against the background of the distinction between (P) and the there-ness 
feature. Specifically, we have seen that the there-ness feature is more plausible as a 
characterisation of the presentational aspect of phenomenal character. If (P) were still under 
consideration, then arguably (Phen) would be a better explanation than the Intentionalist 
principle. On a critical note, it does seem to me that Crane's interpretation of what the Sense 
Datum Theorists claim about phenomenal character ignores the existential component that 
amounts to the difference between (P) and the there-ness feature. Although I have argued that 
in the end, there-ness is all to which the Sense Datum Theorist could plausibly avail herself, 
this needs to be shown and I have tried to do so. Without discussing the relation between (P) 
and the there-ness feature, such an assertion might be held to do injustice to Sense Datum 
Theonsts by not engaging with a crucial detail of their view. 
But the there-ness feature may plausibly be held to give equal support to both of the two 
principles. There-ness considered on its own does not suffice to decide which type of 
explanation is better. Compare G. A. Paul's careful expression of doubt about Sense Datum 
lbeory: 
I do wish to deny that there is any sense in which this [Sense Datum] terminology is nearer to 
reality than any other which may be used to express the same facts; in particular, I wish to deny 
that in order to give a complete and accurate account of any perceptual situation it is necessary 
to use a noun in the way in which 'sense-datum'is used,.... (Paul 1965,279) 
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With respect to the there-ness feature, Paul is right to say that Sense Datum Theory does not 
fare better than other theories, such as Intentionalism. However, this point holds the other way 
around, too: Intentionalism does not fare any better than Sense Datum Theory. The there-ness 
feature just says that it looks as if objects and their features are presented to one. This is 
completely neutral with respect to the two suggestions whether it is an acquaintance with 
certain entities or mstantiating specific kinds of representational properties. Help with the 
decision cannot be found by peering inwardly on one's experience. Considered on its own, die 
presentational feature of phenomenal character favours neither of the principles more than the 
other. 
But then one may reasonably go one step ffirther. If the presentational feature gives equal 
support to these rather different principles, then one might ask in what sense it gives support 
to them at all. The presentational feature is neutral with respect to principles concerning the 
metaphysics of experience. It is neutral, M other words, with respect to theory. So it does not 
make much sense to think of this feature as being able to ground any of them. This shows that 
the presentational feature of phenomenal character cannot play a role in constructing an 
account of the nature of visual experience. Talk in terms of these principles which are allegedly 
grounded in what experience is like, hides this fact. Their proponents use them to give 
expression to the presentational feature highly suggestive of their preferred theory. As in the 
previous two chapters, I hold that this is a case of philosophers appropriating phenomenology 





The focus of this chapter is the Standard Method itself, qua methodology for constructing a 
theory of the nature of Visual experience. The Standard Method comes in two steps. One step 
is to acquire introspective evidence about the phenomenal character of experience. The other 
step IS to use this evidence to determine a metaphysics of such experience. In short, the 
Standard Method uses introspective evidence to construct a metaphysics of Visual experience. I 
argue that this methodology is seriously flawed. 
In section (2) 1 provide a brief reminder of the Standard Method itself and its motivations. A 
crucial assumption made by users of die Standard Method is that we have appropriate 
introspective access to the phenomenology of our experiences. I show in section (3) that there 
is an important limitation on what sort of mtrospection-based look-asCrIPtions may serve as 
introspective evidence in constraining a metaphysics of experience. Then I argue in section (4) 
that our access to the right sort of introspective evidence is extremely problematic. This belies 
the crucial assumption about appropriate introspective access to Visual phenomenology made 
by users of the Standard Method. I argue further that this means that the Standard Method 
cannot be used legitimately. Much influential work on visual experience has employed this 
methodology, however. If I am right, then such work is mediodolog'Cally unsound. 
(2) Phenomenal Adequacy and the Standard Method 
Let me briefly recap the Standard Method and its motivation. I am going to give only a 
telescoped account of these matters in this section, but I have already set them out in great 
detail in chapter 1, sections (4) and (5). 
Philosophers of perception are umted in accepting that an adequate account of experience 
must be true to its phenomenology, that it must 'do justice to the phenomenology'. This IS the 
'Phenomenal Adequacy' requirement: 
(PA) A metaphysics of Visual experience must be true to Visual phenomenology. 
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An adequate reading of (PA) interprets it to be a requirement to the effect that a metaphysics 
of experience must underwrite its phenomenology. The idea IS that (PA) must provide a 
philosophically illuminating grip on phenomenal character. 
In their endeavour to give an account of how visual phenomenology is best underwritten, 
philosophers make claims about what experience is like. They assume that our primary grip on 
what experience is like comes through introspection. This is the 'Introspective Access' 
assumption: 
ýA) Our primary gnP on phenomenal character comes through introspection. 
SMCe the deliverance of introspection - belief about what experlence is like - is articulated M 
look-asctiPtions and the latter are thus held to capture introspection-based beliefs about the 
phenomenal character of experience. 
Together (PA) and (LA) fuel a methodology standardly used by philosophers to investigate 
conscious Visual experience - the Standard Method. In combination, (PA) and (LA) say that an 
account of experience must underwrite introspective look-ascriPtions. Philosophers then 
assume that there is a range of data concerning Visual phenomenology that any good account 
of experience must underwrite. This data, they hold, is accessed by 'introspection: in 
introspecting what experience is like, we form introspective beliefs about phenomenal 
experience. The latter are thought to provide one with the data In question or introipective 
etidence. For they are assumed to be formed directly on the basis of what experience is like, i. e. 
on the basis of the phenomenology of the experience itself. In view of this, introspective 
evidence is held to be uncontaminated by theory. 
Since introspective beliefs about phenomenal character are articulated in look-ascri, ptions, 
these asCtIPtions are thought to articulate introspective evidence. Philosophers hold that the 
features mentioned in them are essentially tied to phenomenal character (i. e. they arephenomenal 
featwes). A phenomenal feature satisfies two conditions: it individuates or identifies properties 
of the experience and is itself introspectively arrived at on the basis of what experience is like. 
Now we can state the core thought of the Standard Method: a good account of experience has 
to underwrite the phenomenal features mentioned in introspective look-ascriPtions. 
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To give you an example of how this works, consider the following look-ascription: 
(L) It looks to me as if there is a blue pen before me. 
(L) mentions blueness in its content-clause. The Standard Method says that blueness is a 
phenomenal feature and that one's metaphysics of experience should underwrite it. The 
different views of the nature of experience do so In different ways. Sense Datum Theory says 
that experience is an acquaintance relation between a subject and a special sensory object. 
According to defenders of this view, the phenomenal feature blueness mentioned Mi (L) is 
underwritten by a property possessed by the special sensory object with which one is 
acquainted in having the experience as of a blue pen. A different proposal is put forward by 
Intentionalism, which says that experience is a representation. Proponents of this view would 
say the phenomenal feature of blueness is underwritten by an intentional property and that this 
intentional property is itself individuated by reference to the property blue M the world. The 
Mental Paint View says that experience is at least partly built from mental paint properties. 
Defenders of this view hold that the phenomenal feature blueness mentioned by (L) is 
underwritten by a certain colour-like 'blue-ish' mental paint property of the experience. Last 
but not least, Naive Realism says that (yeridical) experience is acquaintance between a subject 
and public objects in the world. According to proponents of this view, if (L) reports a veridical 
experience, the phenomenal feature blueness mentioned in it is underwritten by the subject's 
acquaintance with the actual colour of the seen pen. 
So we can see that the Standard Method uses introspectively available features - introspective 
evidence - to help construct a metaphysics of experience. It uses one's introspective grip on 
what experience is like in order to identify properties in terms of which one can best 
underwrite visual phenomenology. In this way, the Standard Method employs introspective 
evidence to motivate and ground substantial metaphysical conclusions. Introspective evidence 
is held to provide a starting point for one's view of the underlying nature of experience. 
In chapter 1,1 quoted remarks by Price, Levine, Tye and Martin to show that the Standard 
Method is shared by proponents of differing views of visual experience and that it spreads 
through much work in this area. Let me repeat some of the highlights from these quotes here: 
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Ile term [sense datum] is meant to stand for something whose existence is indubitable 
(however fleeting), something from which all theories of perception ought to start, however 
much they may diverge later. (Price 1932,19)69 
1 maintain, however, that conscious experiences themselves, not merely our verbal judgements 
about them, are the primary data to which a theory must answer. Of course this means taking 
the first-person point of view seriously... as a legitimate source of data. (Levine 2001,134) 
P]he phenomenal character of such experiences - itself something that is introspectibly 
accessible, assuming the appropriate concepts are possessed and there is no cognitive 
malfunction - is identical with, or contained within, their intentional contents. (Tye 1995,136) 
[Naive Realism] is put forward on the grounds that it gives an accurate description of how the 
subject's situation strikes her when consciously perceiving. (Martin 1997,84) 
Importantly, users of the Standard Method hold that it provides one's metaphysics of 
experience with a certain justification or authority. Their understanding of (PA) plays a large 
role M this assumption. For the reasons set out above, a metaphysics that is arrived at via the 
Standard Method is considered to be phenomenally adequate. A phenomenally adequate view 
of the nature of experience is thought to have a significant advantage over rivals. nose rival 
views are charged with endorsing a mistnatch between how things strike us when we introspect 
experience and what they, the rival views say experience is really like. This kind of mismatch 
forces the rival view into a form of error theory about phenomenal character. However, a 
proponent of the Standard Method will point out, the more error attributed, the less 
phenomenally adequate and hence less plausible a metaphysics of experience becomes. But 
phenomenal adequacy, as we have seen, is a trquirrment on an acceptable view of the nature of 
experience. Hence, to say that a view 'flies in the face of phenomenology' (Shoemaker 1996b, 
250) is serious criticism, indeed. The flip-side of this is that a metaphysics that is conservative 
with respect to what experience is like (i. e. that is phenomenally adequate) is held to obtain 
significant justification by that very fact. And the Standard Method is widely held as the best 
way to ensure such justification. 
In the rest of this chapter I make trouble for the Standard Method. I win show that, to the 
extent that the Standard Method is inVolved, all the cited work, and all work like it, is 
methodologically unsound. As a first step, I expose an inlPortant limitation on use of the 
Standard Method in the next section. 
69 Price does not talk about introspecting experience, but it is clear that he has in mind first-person reflection on 
one's experience. He says, e. g., that ultimately acknowledgement of sense data depends on 'appeal to every man's 
own consciousness'. (6) 
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(3) Introspective ev4dence 
Consider our practice of describing how thin look. Embedded within it is a distinction gs 
between two kinds of features mentioned. Reflection on the distinction exposes strict limits on 
the use of the Standard Method. 
Here are three ordinary cases In which look-ascr'Ptions figure. 
Case 1: A normally sighted subject S IS In a billiard hall gazmg at one of the tables. just 
one red ball is left on the green surface. We ask S how things look and she says: 
(Li) It looks as if there is something red and round on a green surface 
before me. 
Case 2: S is learning mathematics and her teacher has )ust explained an arithmetical 
operation. S now understands why the solution to her problem is, say, minus two. We ask 
how things look to her and she says: 
(L2) It looks as if the solution must be minus two. 
Case 3: S is in the vegetable aisle of a grocery store, the day after reading a book on 
vitamins and nutrition. She stands in front of the carrots. We ask her how things look. She 
says: 
(U) It looks as if there is somed-iing orange and healthy before me. 
These look-ascriptions are all useful and appropriate in their respective situations, but they 
differ significantly. This becomes evident when we ask the following question of each look- 
ascription: what does its content-clause - i. e. the 'as-if-clause - have to do with the 
phenomenal character of S's ViSual experience? 
In case 1 the intuitive answer is: everything. The content-clause expresses the phenomenal I- 
character - or at least part of the phenomenal character - of S's visual experience. S's visual 
experience is as of something red and round on a green surface. Ile look-ascriPtion simply 
characterises the phenomenal character of S's visual experience, and this IS so because all parts 
of its content answer directly to the phenomenal character itself 
In case 2 the intuitive answer is equally plain: nothing. The content-clause of (L2) has nothing 
to do with the phenomenal character of S's visual experience In the case. If S has her eyes 
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open, she will have a visual experience as of something; but none of its content will include the 
content of the 'look' in question. The look-ascription in case 2 is non-perceptual, no part of its 
content answers to the phenomenal character of the relevant experience. Instead, the look- 
ascription marks what we may call an 'understanding'. Looking in this sense is a state of 
cognitive clarity as opposed to ignorance or confusion. 
What about case 3- what does the content-clause of (U) have to do with the phenomenal 
character of S's visual experience in that case? Here, the intuitive answer is: neither everything 
nor nothing. Let us begin with the not-nothing part of the verdict. S win be visually presented 
with orange things; she will have an experience as of something orange. It is for this reason 
that the content-clause of (U) has something to do with the phenomenal character of S's 
experience. But not everything: awareness of the healthiness of what is before her depends on 
background beliefs and inferences taken from them. For instance, it depends on S's beliefs that 
carrots contain large amounts of vitamin B, her belief that vitamin B is good for one's health, 
and so forth. If S had not read a book on vitamins and nutrition, and if she did not know 
about the nutritional content of carrots, it would not have looked to her as it did, namely as if 
there was something healthy before her. But it would still have looked to her as if there was 
something orange before her. Hence, part of (L3)'s content-clause does, and part of it does 
not, answer directly to the phenomenal character of S's experience in the case. 
Only a part of (1-3)'s content-clause is therefore directly responsive to the phenomenal 
character of S's experience. This means that the content expressed by that clause contains 
features other than phenomenal features, i. e. features other than those that answer directly to 
phenomenal character. These non-phenomenal features are not arrived at on the basis of what 
experience is like. Instead, they come from background belief. For this reason, they need not 
individuate phenomenal character. This is in fact the case in (U); its content is enriched to 
contain more than strictly Visual information - healthiness being the non-phenomenal feature 
in question. I call such features embellisbmentfeaturrs. A look-ascription involving embellishment 
features answers M part to the cognitive context of its target visual experience. Such a context 
includes the background beliefs and other commitments of the introspecting subject. 
The key point is that a look-ascription mentioning embellishment features does more than 
express the phenomenal character of Visual experience. It reflects the cognitive context of the 
ptions and subject of experience. So we can divide look-ascrIPtions into two kinds: strict look-ascri 
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broad look-asaiptions. When all of the content-clause of a look-ascription is directly responsive to 
the phenomenal character of its target experience, it is a strict look-ascriPtion. A strict look- 
ascription mentions only phenomenal features. When some of the content-clause of a look- 
ascription is not directly responsive to the phenomenal character of its target experience, it is a 
broad look-ascriPtion. Such an ascription mentions embellishment features in its content- 
clause as well as phenomenal ones. 10 
The distinction between strict and broad look-asc i tions has important implications. Our i rip grip 
on phenomenal character comes via introspective reflection on experience. But some features 
mentioned in the output of introspection may nol be phenomenal features; they may be 
embellishments. Embelhshed ascriptions are not grounded solely in phenomenal character, 
they are grounded at least in part in co ns MIS gnitive context. A theo it who i ses this wiH 
incorrectly suppose herself to have read off such features from phenomenal character alone. 
But this would be wrong. At best she will merely happen to correctly describe phenomenology, 
at worst she wiH misdescribe it. 
Tbis impacts considerably on the role introspection can play 'in theory construction. An appeal 
to introspective evidence is an appeal to-look-ascriptions. But there are at least two kinds of 
them: broad and strict. The former should not constrain a metaphysics of experience. For 
embellishment features are based on background theory rather than on what experience is like. 
They are not based directly on phenomenology. So, the conclusion we must draw from this is 
that the Standard Method should only use strict look-ascriPtions. In the next section, I show 
that we are incapable of respecting this constraint and that this inability makes use of the 
Standard Method unsound. 71 
70 1 am setting aside look-ascriptions of the case 2-type. 
71 My distinction between broad and strict look-ascriptions is not the same as the distinction between different 
senses of 'appears' made by Chisholm 1957, Chs. 4 and 5. Nor is it the same as the distinction between uses of 
'looks' made by Jackson 1977, Ch. 3. In particular: strict look-ascription does not correspond to Chisholm's non- 
comparative sense of 'appears'; and it does not correspond to Jackson's phenomenal use of looks'. For 
Chisholm, the main distinguishing mark of the non-comparative sense of 'appears' is that a subject cannot be in 
error about whether she is appeared to in this way. For Jackson, phenomenal use of 'looks' is distinguished by a 
certain class of terms that figure in it (namely terms for colour, shape and distance). None of these comnutments 
are part of my view. I hold that strict look-ascriptions are those ascriptions which answer directly to the subject's 
visual phenomenology. 
118 
Intuition and n2isuse of the Standard Method 
When setting out the Standard Method in chapter 1,1 briefly mentioned a puzzling fact about 
debate on Visual experience: philosophers put forward conflicting accounts of what experience 
is like on the basis of introspection (see footnote 22). In this section, I set out this puzzling 
fact In more detail and then provide an explanation of it. My explanation entails that 
philosophers of all stripes employ embellished look-asctiptions in their use of the Standard 
Method. 
So what do philosophers say, on the basis of introspection, about the phenomenal character of 
visual experience? Consider a typical Sense Datum Theorist's take on what experience is like: 
When I say 'Ais table appears brown to me' it is quite plain that I am acquainted with an 
actual instance of brownness (or equally plainly with a pair of instances when I see double). 
This cannot indeed be proved, but it is absolutely evident and indubitable. But I am not 
acquainted with an actual instance of tableness, though of course it may be that there is one. 
Thus the natural way of restating the original sentence ... is 'I am acquainted with something 
which aaualjý is brown (viz. a sense datum) and I believe that there is a table to which this 
something is intimately related (viz. belongs to). (Price 1932,63) 
Price claims that when one reflects on how things Visually appear it is as if one is presented 
with colour and shape patches. According to him, it is as if something which has these colour 
and shape properties actually exists. But it IS not as if something that has properties such as 
tablehood actually exists. Visually, it is solely as if one is presented with a coloured and shaped 
sense datum. 
More recently, conunitment to sense data has seerned problematic. Still, there are philosophers 
who are sympathetic to the idea that introspection reveals the actual presence of something 'in 
experience. They focus on properties of experience rather than on objects present in 
experience. Defenders of the Mental Paint View often have such a take on what experience is 
like. Levine, for instance, says that 
[i]t seems plausible to think of visual experience as having an intrinsic qualitative character. The 
reddishness of my visual experience of the diskette case seems to be a property of my 
experience. (Levine 1995,227) 
in introspecting one's experience, says Levine, one is aware of properties of experience as 
intrinsic to it (i. e. as metal pamt properties). Reflecting oil one's experience of something red 
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reveals that it is as if there is an intrinsic quality of experience, an intrinsic 'reddishness' 
present. 
Both Levine and Price's claims stand in stark contrast to the currently most popular take on 
what experience is like which is commonly favoured by Intentionalists. According to it, the 
introspective evidence is this: 
[i]f you are attending to how things look to you, as opposed to how they are independent of 
how they look, you are bringing to bear your faculty of introspection. But in so doing, you are 
not aware of any inner object or thing. 'Me only objects of which you are aware are the 
external ones making up the scene before your eyes. Nor, to repeat, are you directly aware of 
any qualities of your expenence. Your experience is thus transparent to you. ... The qualities to 
which we have direct access are the external ones, the qualities that, if they are qualities of 
anything are qualities of external things. (Tye 2000,46-7,5 1) 
Tye insists that introspection only reveals what is represented by experience. According to 
him, this means that one is introspectively aware merely of ordinary mind-independent 
objects and their properties. In contrast to Levine and Price, Tye denies that it is as if one is 
presented with mental paint properties of experience or special object of experience. 
Yet a different view holds that what experience is like is best characterised. in Naive Realist 
ternis. Martin offers this characterisation: 
If I can see a table, and it looks to me as if there is a table there, then what I sense is a table 
which exists independently of my mind, and I could not so experience if the table were not 
there. ... The sense-datum tradition denies the manifest 
fact that it seems to us as if we are 
presented in experience with mind-independent objects and states of affairs in the world 
around us. The intentional tradition denies the introspective evidence that things apparently 
sensed must actually be before the mind for one to experience so. (Martin 2000,218 and 219) 
Martin claims that when one mtrospects one 7s experience, it is as if one is presented with 
mind-independent, actually existing objects and their properties. On his view, the Sense Datum 
TheOnSt is right to insist that it looks to us as if one is presented with actually existing objects 
and their properties. 72 And the Intentionalist is right to insist that it looks to us as if one is 
presented with ordinary, n-iind-Mdependent objects and their properties. 
72 According to Martin, defenders of mental paint properties, like Sense Datum theorists, are also right to they 
hold that in introspection it is as if something is actually present to mind. However, he thinks that the further 
details of Mental Paint Views are 'far removed from phenomenology' and much more of a distortion of 
phenomenal character than Sense Datum Theory. Ibid. 225. 
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We have just seen four very different takes on what experience is like. The difference comes 
out best when one compares what is thought to be recommended by introspection in each 
case: Sense Datum 'neory, the Mental Paint View, Intentionalism and Naive Realism. These 
metaphysics of experience are not mutually exclusive. 73 But they deploy radically different 
ontological ingredients. If one bears in mind that each is recommended by its proponents on 
the basis of introspective evidence, that is truly astonishing. 
Tye and Levine, for instance, arrive at diameiricalyl o posed views about what introspective p 
reflection on experience reveals. Tye holds that '[t]he only objects of which you are aware are 
the external ones making up the scene before your eyes. ' If that is right, a metaphysics of 
experience must individuate phenomenal properties by appeal to properties of external objects. 
This means such phenomenal properties are not mental paint properties of expenience. 7413ut 
that is exactly what Levine says they are on the basis of introspection. His view is that 
introspective reflection on experience reveals 'intrinsic qualities of experience'. And if that is 
right, a metaphysics of experience cannot individuate all phenomenal properties by appeal to 
properties of external objects without grossly violating the Phenomenal Adequacy requirement. 
In short, the Standard Method leads Tye and Levine in exactly opposite directions. The 
difference between them marks one of the main dividing lines among theories of conscious 
experience. Block even goes so far as to call it 'the greatest chasm in the philosophy of mind - 
maybe even all of philosophy'. 75 
On the face of it, this should strike one as rather puzzling. These are philosophers within the 
same intellectual tradition, who agree on methodology, and who presumably enjoy the same 
kind of Visual experience. Yet they radically disagree - after one step of debate - about what 
introspective reflection on experience delivers. This is strange because introspective evidence is 
supposed to be obvious by first-person reflection on experience: the wbole idea behind the 
Standard Method is that we have a good gnp - indeed our best gnip - on visual 
73 As I mentioned in chapter 1, there are many examples of mixed positions. E. g. Sturgeon 2000 argues for a 
combination of Sense Datum Theory and Intentionalism; defenders of mental paint properties are usually partial 
Intentionafists about experience (e. g. Peacocke 1983). 
74 Boghossian and Velleman 1997b make an interesting comparison here. They accept that a theory of colour 
experience 'must respect the phenomenology of color experience: it must be compatible with what it's like to see 
the world as coloured. ' And they agree with Tye on what the introspective evidence is: 'Mere reflection on what 
it's like to see colors ... reveals that color experience ... purports to acquaint us directly with properties of 
external objects. ' (116) But on the other hand, they hold that 'colors are qualitative properties of visual experience 
that are mistakenly projected onto material objects. ' (131) 
75 Block 1995,19. See also Crane 2000. 
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phenomenology M introspection. It requires phenomenal character to be obvious when 
reflecting introspectively. That is the common assumption in the literature. Yet, as we have just 
seen, the literature also contains a wealth of conflicting views about what introspection tells us. 
The question that naturally arises, then, is this. If phenomenology is obvious to one as the 
Standard Method presupposes, then why is there so much debate and disagreement about it? 76 
My answer to this question makes clear why the Standard Method cannot be used to construct 
a metaphysics of experience. 
In the previous section, I distinguished between strict and broad look-ascnPdons. I argued that 
the Standard Method should only be used on strict look-ascriptions. In practice, such a 
constraint evidently requires that we can tell the two kinds of look-ascriptions apart. This, 
however, turns out to be a genuine problem. In order to see why, let us consider the case of 
colour experience. Imagine you are walking through a forest M the autumn. You look at bright 
red leaves on a tree. You introspect what it is like to have your visual experience. You say: 'it 
looks as if there is something coloured before me. ' Now ask: is this a strict or a broad look- 
ascription? Does it strictly look as if there is something coloured before you? In other words, 
we want to know whether colouredness is a phenomenal feature or an embellishment. 
Well, consider why the look-asCriPtion is plausible. Two explanations come to mind. On the 
one hand, the look-ascriPtion might be plausible because colouredness answers directly to the 
phenomena] character of your visual experience. 'Mat would make the look-ascription strict. 
On the other hand, it might be plausible because two facts interact: the fact that redness 
answers directly to the phenomenal character of your visual experience; and the conceptual 
fact, taken for granted by you, that redness is a colour. In this case the look-ascriPtion would 
be broad. Its plausibility would be the joint consequence of an experiential and a conceptual 
fact. But which is the right explanation - why does the look-asCr'Ption seem plausible? 
Choosing between these two explanations is exceedingly difficult. My guess is that when you 
think about the case you will not be drawn solely to the first explanation. Radler, you will be 
drawn equally to both explanations or perhaps a little more to the second. 1, for one, think the 
look-ascription is broad. When I introspect what it is visually like in such a case, colouredness 
itself does not clearly figure. The claim that it looks as if there is something coloured before 
16 For an exceHent discussion of this issue see Martin 2000. 
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me seems right; but my best bet is that it seems right because there are two facts at work. It 
strictly looks as if something red is before me, and it is an accepted conceptual truth that red is 
a colour. 
Suppose I am right and colouredness is an embellishment feature and not a phenomenal one. 
That means it is arrived at on the basis of background theory and the look-ascription 
containing it is not strict- Notice, though, initial inAdtion arguably regards the look-ascIlPtion as 
strict. 77This initial Impression is the result of the intimate relationship between our experience 
and our background beliefs. The conceptual truth that red is a colour is so entrenched 'in the 
way we understand what we see that we are apt to truSconstrue the embellishment feature 
colouredness for a feature that we can directly read off from what experience is like. It IS as if 
an embellishment feature has sneaked into a description of what experience is like. In this way, 
cognitive context - i. e. relevant background theory and beliefs - can infect intuition about what 
is strictly part of how things Visually appear. Infected intuition clouds our judgement about 
visual phenomenology. 
Someone might disagree at this point. To her, even on reflection the first explanation seems 
more plausible: the look-ascription is strict and colouredness is a phenomenal feature. Now, 
firom my point of view, this person cannot shake off her conceptual prejudice. Her intuition 
about what experience is like is deeply infected. But, of course, she will think just the same of 
me. From her point of view, I am under the spell of some background theory and I cannot 
resist a certain way of thinking about colour, experience and introspection. She will claim that 
my intuition about what experience is like is deeply infected. 78 
What could be done to resolve such a conflict? When intuition is infected one cannot tell on 
the basis of introspection that this is so. 'lliat is my point; when intuition is infected one 
77 Someone might be unconvinced by this and hold that initial intuition has it that the look-ascription 'it looks as 
if there is something red before me'is strict instead. We can simply adapt the example accordingly. For, one could 
reason as follows. 'It seems right that it looks as if there is something red before me. It does so because two facts 
interact. First, the leaves strictly look specific shades of red. Second, it is a conceptual truth that those shades are 
shades of red. ' If this line of reasoning is correct, redness itself is an embellishment feature of one's experience. 
On the other hand, one could also reason like this. 'It seems right to claim that it looks as if there is something 
red before me. It does so because the leaves strictly look red to me. ' This line of thought suggests redness is a 
phenomenal feature. In my view, this case is much trickier and I have no determinate intuition about it. Both 
explanations seem equally good. Wlule reflection on colouredness itself yields some intuitive force to the claim 
that it is an embellishment feature - by my lights anyway -I cannot find a clear intuitive take on the case of 
redness at all. 
7' Again, the case of red and shade of red may be more persuasive here. See previous footnote. 
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mistakes broad for strict-look-asc-ription. These mistakes cannot be ruled out Mtrospectivel Y. 79 
The only option is to compare background theories and debate which one is likely to be true. 
Perhaps this would produce agreement about which look-ascriptions ought to count as strict 
and which as broad. But, importantly, this resolution to the conflict about the deliverance of 
introspection is not procured by mtrospectmg what experience is like. Quite the reverse: what 
experience is really like is settled by non-mtrospective, theoretical consideration. 
Consider the conflict about experience with which we began this section. The notion of 
infected intuition supplies us with the resources to explain the puzzling variety of 
characteriSations of phenomenal character. In each case intuition about the strict description of 
what experience is like is infected by background theory. Such theory feeds expectation, which 
in turn influences intuition. Embellishment features sneak into look-ascriptions despite the fact 
that one is convinced, on the basis of introspection, that these ascriPtions are strict. 
Accordingly, even when philosophers feel strongly that they are putting forward 
characterisations of phenomenal character solely on the basis of introspecting what experience 
is like, their characterisation is in fact contaminated by background theory. On its own, of 
course, this would not explain the conflict between diem. However, consider the plain fact that 
philosophers vary in their background beliefs. In general thinkers are never exact belief 
duplicates of each other. Furthermore, philosophers in particular diverge in their deep 
commitnients about mind, world and the relation between them. Some of those theoretical 
differences make for different intuitions about the true charactensation of Visual 
phenomenology. My proposal is that this is why there is such debate about the strict 
characterisation of it. The debate turns on cases in which intuition is influenced by cognitive 
context. Such intuition is infected by background commitment 
TI-ie conflict between Tye and Levine, for instance, can be easily explained by appeal to 
infected intuition. Their intuition about relevant introspective evidence is differently influenced 
by their cognitive contexts. Tye believes experience to reflect the common sense view of the 
world. He expects experience to have a realist character. This expectation influences his 
intuition about the character of experience itself. It leads him to say that features are 
experienced as properties of ordinary external objects. By contrast, Levine focuses on the idea 
19 Let us set aside cases where a single person or a few people are in conflict with an overwhelming majority. 
When dissenting opinion comes from an insignificantly small comer, it might reasonably be thought to be 
negligible or an aberration explained by reference to a fault on the part of the dissenting few. That is not the case 
in the matter at hand, where there is no introspection- based consensus about what experience is like. 
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- made popular by Nagel - that experience is suffused with subjectivity. 80 He believes that 
subjectivity is reflected in the character of experience. This influences his intuition about the 
character of experience. It leads him to say that features are experienced as mental paint 
properties of experience. 
This explanation accommodates two important assumptions that otherwise are difficult to 
reconcile. First, I hold that participants in the debate do not have radically different kinds of 
visual phenomenology. I take this to be uncontroversial. To explain variation in 
characterisation of phenomenal character by appeal to variation in visual experience is 
unacceptable. According to my explanation, however, participants in the debate disagree due 
to variation in infected intuition. They do not have different kinds of experience, they have 
different Views about experience. Those views generate strong intuition on all sides of the 
debate. 
Second, I do not assume asymmetries among abilities to introspect phenomenal character. I 
make sense of the disagreement between participants of the debate without alleging that some 
are radically deficient when introspecting experiences, while others get perfect score. To see 
why this is an advantage, consider the idea that phenomenal character is obvious to 
introspection. This idea finds some resonance in our ordinary thinking. We do feel the 
deliverance of introspection is obvious when we reflect on our own thought and experience. 
This is what drives the Standard Method. The Phenomenal Adequacy requirement seems to be 
a powerful constraint because it seems to run on pre-theoretic data that everyone enjoying 
visual experience has plainly at their disposal. Similarly, the justificatory force attached to the 
views attained by the Standard Method stems from this conception of introspective evidence. 
But the idea that phenomenal character is obvious to first-person reflection which is 
responsible for these things is in tension with the suggestion that we are radically asymmetric 
in our ability to introspect phenomenal character. A defender of the Standard Method 
therefore should be keen to avoid such asymmetries. For they would make it difficult to see 
how phenomenology could be obvious to us in introspection. 
My explanation is compatible with the assumption that we are equally good at Mtrospecting 
the character of experience. The explanatory work is done by infected intuition. But we can 
80 Levine 2001,6-7. See also Nagel 1974. 
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also rescue a sense of introspective obviousness. True, I hold that participants in the debate 
have infected intuition about what experience is strictly like. And I claim that our introspective 
grip on the strict contours of Visual experience is rather limited, contrary to the general 
assumption in the literature. However, I allow for an important sense Mi which appearances are 
obvious, enough of a sense to account for our ordinary conviction in this respect. We have 
been discussing intuition about whether look-ascription is broad or strict. I argued that such 
intuition is infected. But I have not claimed that one is unsure about whether things look as 
ascribed. The uncertainty attaches to what kind of 'look' is in play. That it looks a certain way 
can be obvious without it being obvious that it does so in a strict or broad manner. Being 
puzzled by the debate about appearances stems from confusing these two senses *in which 
appearances might be obvious. 
My explanation thus preserves the ordinary feeling that how things look to one is obvious in 
introspection. But there is a cost involved: how things stiidyl look is not introspectively obvious. 
I do not think we can do better than this. In fact, explanations of the conflict about 
characterisations of Visual phenomenology - in particular, those put forward by users of the 
Standard Method - leave us worse off They face the choice between relinquishing either the 
sameness of experience had by participants of the debate, or the sameness of introspective 
access enjoyed by them, or the obviousness of visual phenomenology. The sameness of 
experience is a non-negotiable assumption. This leaves the sameness of 'introspective access 
and obviousness of visual phenomenology. But the Standard Method requires a strong sense in 
which appearances are obvious. Consequently, for users of the Standard Method, an 
explanation of the conflict has to be at the expense of sameness of introspective access. But 
this does not sit well at all with the idea that visual phenomenology is obvious In this strong 
sense. nere is, therefore, considerable tension inherent M Standard-Method-firiendly 
explanations of the conflict. By contrast, my explanation is free of such tension. 
The upshot for the Standard Method is grave. When philosophers presuppose that we 
introspectively become aware of phenomenal character in such a way that it yields strict 
introspective look-asC-nPtions they make a non-trivial assumption. That assumption is not 
warranted. For embellishment features sneak into mtrospection-based descriptions of what 
experience is like. Philosophers simply ignore the fact that introspection-based intuition is 
deeply infected by background belief 
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The trouble, of course, is that infected intuition is a bad guide to the line between broad and 
strict look-ascription. After all, infected intuition is governed by theoretical corntrutment. 
When asked to say how things strictly look, answers are not grounded solely in experience. 
They are driven by what experience ouTbI to be given one's background views. This does not 
automatically imply that resulting takes on phenomenal character are mistaken. But it does 
mean they are not grounded directly M what experience is like. We cannot speak, then, of 
Cprimary introspective data' to which a theory of experience must answer. CharactetiSation of 
the data is driven by background theory. Hence to apply the Standard Method in this debate is 
to abuse it. For, to apply it is to induce constraints on a metaphysics of experience which flow 
from one's background theory, while treating those constraints as if they come from 
experience itself But such constraints are bogus: they do not come from experience itself 
'ney are not what users of the Standard Method presuppose they are. 
The shortcomings of introspection make it impossible for the Standard Method to be 
employed legitimately. Philosophers often display skewed expectation about the kind of access 
introspective awareness of phenomenal character affords. This is rather surprising especially In 
contemporary debates, given the prevailing disparaging attitude about other kinds of 
introspective knowledge. 81 In the case of introspection of phenomenal character, philosophers 
seem to regard introspection as a perfectly good tool for empirical investigation. Specifically, 
they seem to hold that we can introspectively discover what experience is like. I have argued 
that such a view of introspection is inappropriate. Philosophers should not use the Standard 
Method to adjudicate debates about the nature of visual experience. It leads to a misguided 
conception of what can justifiably be considered part of Visual phenomenology. Worse, it leads 
to illegitimate conclusions about the metaphysics of experience. In the end, we are left with 
nothing but a general understanding of the Phenomenal Adequacy requirement. Although it 
seems eminently sensible to demand that an account of experience must not distort 
phenomenology, the requirement resists being harnessed into a positive constraint on theory 
construction. 
" See, for instance, Komblith 1989. 
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Chapter 6 
A Loose End and Some Speculation 
(1) Introducdon 
In the previous five chapters of this thesis I have articulated and critiqued the donninant 
methodology for constructing a theory of visual experience. My airn was purely negative. The 
dominant methodology is based on introspection; but I argued that *introspection is not a 
reliable guide to the nature of visual experience. This raises a host of questions and Mi this last 
chapter of my thesis, I begin to answer diem. I will focus on two main areas. The first 
concerns introspection-based claims about Visual phenomenology. Given my disparaging 
attitude to the acceptability of such claims, serious questions ensue about my own conception 
of Visual phenomenology. Do I think that Visual phenomenology is a real phenomenon? 
Related to this one might ask whether there are any Introspection-based claims at all that 
survive my criticism and what role they might play, if any, M constructing a theory of visual 
experience. I will turn to these issues in section (2). T'he second area concerns more general 
questions about methodology. Since I have shown that we cannot legitimately use an 
introspection-based methodology for constructing a philosophical theory of Visual experience, 
what do I suggest we do instead in order to construct such a theory? In other words, what, if 
anything, is the right methodology for constructing a philosophical theory of visual experience? 
Although these are questions that go far beyond the scope of this thesis, I will briefly speak to 
them in section (3). 
(2) EKminadvism about T4sualpbcnomenology 
Our main access to visual phenomenology arguably comes via introspection. But I have shown 
that this access is problematic and that, as a result, we cannot trust the deliverance of 
introspection about phenomenal character. Does this mean that I am an Eliminativist about 
visual phenomenology? Eliminativists about Visual phenomenology hold that there are no facts 
answering to (visual) appearance talk and there is no real phenomenon that we capture in look- 
asctiptions such as 'It looks as if there is something blue before me. ' This is because they insist 
that there are no facts about what experience is like, or, perhaps better put, that there is 
nothing experience is like for the subject. In short, Eliminativists hold that conscious visual 
phenomenology does not exist. Of course, they then have to explain our evident ordinary 
belief M Visual phenomenology and our sincere use of look-ascriPtions. Usually, Eliminativists 
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provide such an explanation in terms of a cognitive illusion of some kind (see, e. g. Dennett 
1991; Rey 1995). 
As it happens, I do not think that Eliminativism is an attractive position about Visual 
phenomenology (or conscious experience in general). To say that there is nod-iing it is like to 
undergo one's experiences strikes me asimplausible. Moreover, to hold that our belief in, and 
talk about, visual phenomenology is based entirely on a massive cognitive illusion seems no less 
fanciful than to insist, say, that they are based on special phenomenal properties. So, I certainly 
would not want to end up with an Eliminativist position about Visual phenomenology. 
Although I expressed dissatisfaction with Eliniinativism about conscious visual 
phenomenology, I have not given an argument against such a position. I do not have to do so, 
as long as I can show that my scepticism about our introspective access to visual 
phenomenology does not beget any Elitninativism about it. And this can be done. True, I am 
highly sceptical about our mtrospection-based knowledge of the details of visual 
phenomenology. But this does not force me to make the much more radical claim that there 
are no facts about Visual phenomenology. Nor does my sceptical attitude concerning our 
episternic access to visual phenomenology entail that we are subject to some sort of cognitive 
illusion concerning it. 
One way to show this would be to insist that we can still have certain introspection-based 
knowledge about phenomenal character - namely, that there is something it is like to undergo 
visual experience. The following analogy may serve to make this point. Consider our first- 
personal knowledge of our own mind - of the conscious self, or the T of our conscious states. 
It is a plausible hypothesis that one important source of one's knowledge of the existence the 
self is introspection-based. Yet at the same time, it is reasonable to be doubtful that such 
introspective access supplies one with genuMe attributive knowledge about the self That is, 
one might justifiably be sceptical that first-person reflection on one's own mind can furnish an 
adequate conception of the self by revealing to us what kind of thing the self 1S. 92 
Notwithstanding this critical attitude towards attributive introspection-based knowledge of the 
self, it is arguably a different kettle of fish to deny that one might know introspectively of one's 
own existence. Scepticism about the idea that one can tell introspectively what kind of thing 
82 , Uthough consider the projects of Descartes 1984, especiaUy the SemndMeditation and Kant 1929, especiaUy the 
Transcendental Deduction for a different attitude on this issue. 
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the self is does not entail a Humean bundle theory, or any other Eliminativist view of the self. 
Indeed, it is perfectly compatible to reject Descartes' conception of the mind, as it is arrived at 
by first-person reflection, but still accept his proof of one's own existence - the famous 'cogito 
ergo sum'. Similarly, I might say that one can be sceptical about one's introspective access to 
the phenomenology of visual experience in the sense that we ought not to trust attributive 
introspection-based claims about it. However, this does not thereby call into question the very 
existence of Visual phenomenology. Hence, one might reject the idea that one can obtain 
detailed descriptions of visual phenomenology in introspection, but still accept that 
introspection gives us some reason to hold that there are phenomenal facts about Visual 
experience or that there is something it is like to undergo such experience. As the analogy with 
knowledge of the self illustrates, this is not an incoherent position. 
But is not a minimum of desctiptive or attributive knowledge necessary In order to have 
existential knowledge of a given thing, property or phenomenon? I shall side-step a direct 
answer to t1iis question. On the one hand, as we shall see below, this is because there is some 
descriptive knowledge about visual phenomenology available to one in introspection. Of 
course, if there are truths about visual phenomenology that we can know, then they have to be 
shown to be immune to the criticisms I have put forward in this thesis. As a result, they are 
not going to be detailed claims about phenomenal character like the ones attacked in chapters 
2 to 4. Moreover, they have to be exempt from the problem of infected 'intuition discussed in 
chapter 5.1 think such truths can be found. However, as we shall see, they are not the kind of 
claims that can serve as introspective evidence in theory construction. In other words, they 
cannot be used to resuscitate the Standard Method. 
One the other hand, and more importantly, there is no need for me to hold that the source of 
our knowledge that there 'is something it is like to undergo experience is purely introspection- 
based. Instead, I want to say that while such knowledge is made available to one M 
introspection, its source may be partly non-introspective. In chapter 5,1 made the point that 
how something looks may introspectively seem perfectly obvious to one, even though one 
could not tell, on the basis of such introspection, whether this is so in a strict or a broad sense 
of looking. So, I want to say, it is obvious to one in introspection that there is something it is 
like to undergo experience. Yet, the basis for this claim may not be introspection of what 
experience is like alone. Let me elaborate on this with the help of a more specific example 
involving colour experience. This will also make clear in what sense there is some attributive 
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introspective evidence about phenomenal character available to one when reflecting on one's 
experience. 
Colour experience is generally taken to present a paradigm case of Visual phenomenology. If 
there is any legitimate introspective evidence about phenomenal character, we should expect 
there to be some concerning colour experience. But we need to be clear about what sort of 
introspective evidence this is. Recall the brief discussion of look-ascr'Ptions based on colour 
experience in chapter 5, section (4). There we asked how it looks to one when seeing some red 
leaves. More specifically, given the distinction between broad and strict look-ascriptions, we 
wanted to know how it strictly looks to one when seeing some red leaves. But an answer was 
hard to come by. We saw that when one tries to fix introspectively on how colours exactly 
appear to one intuition falters. Does it strictly look as if there are red things before one or 
things the shade of red? We cannot say. Introspection yields no sound grip on the line between 
broad and strict look-ascription even here, in what is supposed to be a paradigm case of Visual 
phenomenology. As a result, we cannot be very exact concerning the details of how it strictly 
looks. It might look as if there is something red before one, or it might look as if there is 
something the shade of red before one. Thus one thing the colour case shows is that we do 
not really have a firm (introspective) grip on what experience is like exactly. 
Given these difficulties, why do I hold that introspective look-ascriPtions mentioning colour 
features ever have anything to do with visual phenomenology? One might suggest that we 
should draw the conclusion that such colour features are always and entirely embellishments. 
As a consequence, on this suggestion one would reject the assumption that colour experience 
presents a case of visual phenomenology at all, afortiori it does not present a paradigm case of 
it. But to insist that there is no colour-related visual phenomenology offends all sorts of 
common and other sense. One will be hard-pressed to find anyone objecting to the thought 
that our colour awareness in general has as part of it certain experiential visual events. 83 
Denying this would require a drastic change of most conceptions of Visual experience beyond 
recognition. We certainly ordinarily think of colour awareness as a visually based phenomenon. 
Its denial would, moreover, have to accommodate empirical facts that strongly suggest that a 
subject's colour awareness is at bottom due to her visual experience. For instance, a 
83 Ignore for the moment our ability to imagine colours. One might argue that imagining colours depends on 
having had certain visual experiences of colour. Given Hume's missing shade of blue, this may not require having 
experience the exact colour one imagines, though. 
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congenitally blind person does not have any colour awareness. The assumption that our ability 
to be aware of colour is importantly based in our ability to have visual experiences is therefore 
not a hugely controversial assumption. It is fair to say that one brings this natural assumption 
to one's introspective reflection on visual experience. If, on so introspecting, it looks to one as 
if there is something coloured before one, then, given the assumption about colour awareness 
and visual experience, one knows that one is aware of some colour-related visual 
phenomenology. 94 This IS the sense in which we are introspectively aware that there is 
something it is hke to undergo one's experience. 
At the same time, however, and as I noted above, we do not have any clear 'introspective grasp 
of the details of how we are visually aware of colour in experience. And the assumption we 
bring to introspection does not entail any commitments about how we are aware of colour. So, 
truths concerning colour-related visual phenomenology available to one in introspection do 
not comprise any such details. To avoid the problem of infected intuition perhaps one could 
make introspection-based claims of sufficient generality. I am not quite sure how one might 
express a look-ascription of the required generality. It would have to be something along the 
lines of the following proposal- 'it looks as if there is something coloured-in-some-general- 
sense before one'. But one has to be careful not to claim that the generality itself is part of how 
it strictly looks to one, in the sense that this is a determinate detail of how it strictly looks. For 
this would be an unwarranted claim. With this in mind, it might be better to say something like 
this: 'In some sense I cannot specify, it looks as if there is something coloured before one. ' 
Another, and maybe more promising suggestion, is to make introspection-based claims of a 
disjunctive nature. The idea is to list all the ways in which it might strictly look to one and join 
them into a disjunctive looks-ascription. Hence, one might say 'it looks either as if there is 
something coloured before one, or as if there is something red before one, or as if there is 
something the shade of red before one, etc. '. Again, notice that one must not claim that there 
is a disjunctive look; rather, one claims that it looks either one way, or it looks another way, or 
another way, etc. 
'A 'nere are exceptions, where the colour-related features in the look-ascription are entirely embellishments. 
Suppose one knows that a friend has a skin condition that manifests itself in bright red splotches on her arms. 
'nese arc very sensitive to sunlight, so when the splotches appear, your friend covers them up in a white bandage. 
You see her walking by one day, wearing a white bandage on her arm. On this occasion you might say, 'It looks as 
if she has red splotches on her arm again'. Of course, you don't see the red splotches, you just infer them to be 
there from the presence of the bandage. 
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So, there is some sort of attributive knowledge about the phenomenal character of Visual 
experience available to one in introspection. This is introspective evidence about colour-related 
visual phenomenology. However, although these are examples of introspective evidence 
concerning phenomenal character, they are not at all like the claims about Visual 
phenomenology that I have attacked in this thesis. They do not contain any details what 
experience is like exactly. As we have just seen, they are thoroughly general or dis)unctive 
claims. Because of this they are certainly not helpful with respect to use of the Standard 
Method. When constructing a metaphysics of experience it is the details of Visual appearance 
that lend force to the Standard Method. Without them the 'primary introspective data' are too 
meagre to do any real work in constraining a metaphysics of experience. Once those details are 
removed the Standard Method becomes toothless. Of the theories of experience discussed, any 
one of them can accommodate such general or disjunctive claims about phenomenal character. 
So, does this mean that introspection-based claims about phenomenal character play no role 
whatsoever in construction of an account of visual experience? Well, not exactly. Even if such 
introspective evidence cannot be used to construct one type of theory rather than another, it 
still constrains all theories equally. Although all can accommodate it, the point IS that they all 
have to do so. Thus, to go back to the colour case again, the introspective evidence shows that 
an adequate theory of Visual experience needs to account for the fact that experience gives rise 
to colour awareness. What this amounts to is an understanding of the Phenomenal Adequacy 
requirement as a very general constraint on all theories of Visual experience. 
(3) Methodology - wAich is the iigbt one? 
As I acknowledge at the beginning of this chapter, the fact that I reject an Mtrospection-based 
methodology for constructing a philosophical theory of Visual experience immediately raises 
the question what the right methodology for such a pro)ect is. This IS takiný,, for granted that 
constructing a philosophical theory of visual is a viable project. But perhaps one might wonder 
whether the failure of the introspection-based methodology is not a sign of something amiss 
with the project itself. I have, at present, no worked-out answer to these questions. But they 
are important questions. In the rest of this chapter I will provide an outline of a promising 
research strategy by sketching the issues that figure in an investigation into an appropriate 
methodology for constructing a metaphysics of experience. 
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In chapter 1,1 said that the theory of Visual experience fies at the intersection of philosophy of 
mind, metaphysics and epistemology. But Visual experience is also investigated by 
neighbouiing scientific disciplines. It is the object of much research in the various and 
interacting branches of cognitive science, neuro-science and psychology. (See, e. g. Mair 1982; 
Spelke 1990; Kosslyn and Osherson 1995; Goodale and Milner 1995; Leyton 1999) Not 
surprisingly, given the common focus, philosophical work on visual experience sometimes has 
interdisciplinary character, or at least it makes use of results from studies in these other 
disciplines. 85 This makes questions of methodology all the more pressing. What sort of 
evidence is permissible in constructing a philosophical theory of experience? How do 
philosophical and scientific theories fit together? So we can see here how the question arising 
at the end of this thesis - which is the right methodology given that it is not an introspection- 
based one - naturally fits into a broader context of methodological concerns In the philosophy 
of percepdon. 
As a first step in pursuit of these questions, one would explore other non-introspective 
methods that might be used by philosophers to construct a philosophical theory of experience. 
Let me introduce two of these here. They are what one may think of as 'typically philosophical' 
methodologies, because they are both variants of conceptual analysis. Although they do not 
exhaust the possibilities (not even among varieties of conceptual analysis), considering them 
will allow me to expose a crucial issue that, in my view, is central to an investigation of the 
above questions. 
The first method is what we may call 'classical conceptual analysis'. It seeks to construct a 
conceptual analysis of Visual experience on the basis of apriOn reflection. In particular, it looks 
for aprion necessary and sufficient conditions that capture exhaustively and exclusively all 
instances of our concept of visual expenence. The idea is that in giving these conditions, one 
defines the concept under analysis in more fundamental, but apri'Ori derivable terms. A 
standard example of this classical brand of conceptual analysis is the analysis of knowledge 'into 
justified, true belief There is also a well-known example in the philosophy of perception, 
namely the Causal Theory of Perception (e. g. Grice 1961; Strawson 1979). Since the demand is 
85 A good example is research in Goodale and . 1vidner (1995) concerning different streams of visual processing in 
the brain (the dorsal and the ventral stream). Their central case involves a certain visually impaired subject who 
cannot recognise ordinary objects or faces, or even simple shapes, but is still capable of carrying out visually-based 
motor-activi ties. One finds frequent mention of this discussion in philosophical work. (See, e. g. Byrne 2001; 
Campbell 2002; Kelly, forthcoming) 
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that the aptiOri conditions of a given proposed analysis be necessary and sufficient conditions, 
it is very much part of this method that they are tested by reflecting whether the concept so 
defined would apply M certain possible situations. If it does where we intuitively feel it should 
not, or if it does not where we intuitively feel it should apply, one has found a counterexample 
to the proposed definition. Indeed, the testing process is an integral component In the search 
for the right set of apriori conditions. A successful conceptual analysis of the classical kind has 
no such counterexamples. As Jackson 1994 puts it 'intuitions about possible situations [are] the 
meat and potatoes of conceptual analysis' (165). 
The second variant of conceptual analysis, which is primarily associated with David Lewis and 
Frank Jackson (Lewis 1994; Jackson 1998), also employs aptiorl intuition. The latter is at work 
in the collection of common-sense platitudes about visual experience, i. e. in the collection of 
statements that characterise our ordinary judgements and inferences involving the concept 
under analysis. These platitudes are expressed in such a way that the terms referring to visual 
experience only occur M predicative form (i. e. M the property-name style). Next, the platitudes 
are written down in a long conjunction, where each visual experiential property term is taken 
out and replaced by a free variable. The result is a statement that may be regarded as defining 
the visual experiential property in terms of its relation to other properties and d-Lings in the 
world, as these relations are contained in the common sense platitudes. In other words, the 
visual experiential property gets defined as the property - whichever it is - that plays the role 
specified by the statement consisting of conjunctions of platitudes. It is then open to the 
theorist to find an adequate property, and, for various reasons, Lewis and Jackson would both 
opt for a naturalistic one. But this naturalist twist is independent of the prior conceptual claim 
- the definition of the visual experiential property M terms of its relation to other things and 
properties in the world. In principle, one might hold that there is a non-naturalistic property 
that plays the role detailed in the analysis of the concept. 
As we have just seen, both of these methodologies accord a prime role to ordinag intuition in 
theory construction. An important part of this general reliance on ordinary itituition is that the 
latter is assumed to be a reliable guide to reality. Specifically, in our case at hand, it would be 
presupposed that ordinary intuition IS a reliable guide to the nature of visual experience. This 
assumption has been hody contested by some psychologically informed philosophers. They 
use results from empirical psychology to suggest that ordinary intuition is not to be trusted at 
all. For example, one might hold that while the philosopher would be perfectly reasonable In 
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giving a theory of how our ordinary concept of Visual experience works, she is not licensed to 
draw any conclusiOns from this about the nature of Visual experience itself This is because the 
nature of experience is an empirical matter, which cannot be 'investigated apriOn from the 
philosopher's armchair. (E. g. Gopnik and Schwitzgebel 1998) 
As a consequence of such criticisms, some philosophers want to re-onient philosophy and 
render it a purely empirically-driven discipline (e. g. Cumirms 1998). Indeed, there currently 
rages a fierce debate In which nothing less than the status of philosophy as an autonomous 
discipline is at stake (See, e. g. DePaul & Ramsey 1998; Laurence &Margolis, forthcoming). 
One can engage in this debate viewed through the prism of the philosophy of perception. 
Thereby, as I indicated above, the debate provides the framework for one's pursuit of the 
questions about methodology for the construction of a philosophical account of visual 
experience. 
One way In which we might helpfiffly think about this issue is in terms of Sellars' problem: 
how do common-sense and scientific views of visual experience fit together? There are three 
types of response. The first one comes from the radical empiricatly-minded philosopher. She 
simply rejects the question. For she says that philosophy should investigate no more than the 
foundations of the science of Visual experience. The second type of response comes from the 
radical common-sense philosopher. She also simply rejects the question, but for a different 
reason. She maintains that philosophical investigation of visual experience should be solely 
concerned with the foundations of everyday practice. The third type of response lies between 
these extremes and is based on a more moderate position. It holds that truths from science and 
common-sense should fit together. The moderate position says that philosophy and science 
can both benefit from one another by Joining forces to 'investigate visual experience. 
These three types of responses to Sellars' problem provide one with a basic choice concerning 
the right methodology for a theory of Visual experience. In my view, the best option is a 
version of the third response and so the objective should be to provide a methodology for 
constructing a philosophical theory of Visual experience in the moderate sense. Such a 
methodology needs to supply an account of both common-sense intuition and the interaction 
of it with empirical data. These are essential ingredients in spelling out a substantial 
philosophical project in this area. As I see it, this inVolves articulating a middle position for the 
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philosopher of perception, between mere concept police for the scientist and pure armchair 
dicoretician. 
The main worry, of course, is that a middle position will be unstable and thus that it will be 
prone to collapse into one of the extreme positions under theoretical pressure. One has to look 
at interdisciplinary work on perception with precisely this issue 'in mind. Such work appears to 
be an instance of successful co-operation between philosophy and science (E. g. Eilan et al. 
1993). It is, one might argue, an excellent example of what David Papmeau calls 'the continuity 
of philosophy with empirical science' (Papmeau 1993,2). But one might wonder whether the 
role of the philosopher in such work is diminished to merely assisting the scientist in sorting 
out her conceptual tools. 
Despite concerns such as these, I think that a middle position of this sort will be our best bet. 
What I have said about it is, of course, very sketchy. But that is no surprise, given that the 
ideas presented in this section are only meant as an outline for a possible research project. Let 
me emphasise again that that this goes beyond the aims and scope of this thesis. As such, the 
proposal here is merely an indication of how I think one should pursue one of the main 
questions arising from my thesis. And it is a bit of speculation about what the tight 
methodology is for constructing a philosophical theory of Visual experience, once the question 
is placed into a wider context. 
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Summary conclusion 
Let me now recap the main line of argument of this thesis. This is meant as a condensed digest 
only, and I will suppress many of the details. I also will not talk about the last chapter, since it 
deals with questions arising from the main conclusions in the thesis. 
This is a thesis about philosophical approaches to visual experience. Specifically, I looked at 
the methodology employed by those who construct philosophical theories of visual experience. 
I argue they standardly use a methodology that is essentially based on introspection. That is, 
these philosophers use claims made on the basis of first-person reflection on experience - 
clairns about visual phenomenology - to argue about the nature of experience. The aim of my 
thesis is to undermine this Mtrospection-based approach to the theory of Visual experience. 
In chapter 11 laid out the background of the discussion and articulated the methodology to be 
critiqued - 'the Standard Method'. I showed that philosophers hold that there is a range of 
data concerning visual phenomenology that any good account of experience must underwrite 
in order to be phenomenally adequate. They also assume that we have access to this data via 
introspection. When introspecting experience, one forms introspective beliefs about the 
phenomenology of experience. These beliefs are taken to provide data or introspective evidence 
precisely because they are supposed to be formed directly on the basis of the phenomenology 
of experience itself. As such, introspective evidence is held to be unspoilt by theory. The 
Standard Method uses introspective evidence to help build a metaphysics of experience. The 
strategy is to use one's introspective fix on experience to identify properties 111 terms of which 
one can best underwrite visual phenomenology. The idea is that one thereby gains purchase on 
the key aspect of experience. Introspective evidence thus serves to motivate and ground 
substantial metaphysical conclusions. It provides the starting point for one's view of the 
underlying nature of experience. 
CruclaUy, the Standard Method presupposes we have a direct and unproblernatic introspective 
access to the phenomenology of our visual experience. I argued in subsequent chapters that 
this assumption is Mistaken. My strategy was two-fold. First, I attacked the two most popular 
mtrospection-based claJms about Visual phenomenology put forward by users of the Standard 
Method. The latter insist that an adequate view of the nature of experience has to underwrite 
the introspective evidence captured in these claims. And, they hold this requirement favours 
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their own view of the nature of experience over their -rivals' views. I argued it is 
highly 
questionable whether introspection of experience really does support these claims (chapters 2- 
4). 
in chapter 2, then, I examined the first of the two popular claims about visual phenomenology. 
it is the claim that experience is transparent. The idea is that when we introspect experience, it 
looks as if we are presented with the mind-independent objects and properties that the 
experience is about - but we are not introspectively aware of the experience itself I argued 
there are actually two independent claims which are run together under the heading of 
transparency. The Looking-through claim says introspection of what experience is like reveals 
only what experience is about. The Nlind-independence claim says introspection of what 
visual experience is like reveals that it looks as if mind-independent objects and their properties 
are before one. 
I then discussed the Looking-through claim, reserving the Mind-independence claim for the 
chapter 3.1 first showed that, even if the Looking-through claim is accepted, it does not help 
users of the Standard Method. For it is neutral between different views of the nature of 
experience - all the major views can underwrite it. I then turned to the question whether the 
Looking-through claim IS acceptable. I argued there are worries that should lead one to reject 
it. For one thing, it is difficult to see how mere introspection can reveal that it is experiential 
subject-matter one is aware of and nothing else. Moreover, I suggested that when we 
Introspect our experience, there must be some sense in which we are aware of our experience. 
But the defender of the Looking-through claim has trouble accounting for this. 
In chapter 3.1 attacked the Mind-independence claim. Many theorists of Visual experience help 
themselves to the idea that in such experience 'die world is just presented to one'. They claim 
that when we introspect visual experience it is as if we are presented with rnind-independent 
objects and their properties. Thus, apparent mind-Mdependence is taken to be part of the 
phenomenology of Visual experience. If accepted, the Mind-independence claim can be used to 
argue in favour of Intentionalism and Naive Realism and against Sense Datum Theory and the 
Mental Paint View. I showed that this claim is propped up by a widespread assumption 
implicit ill the literature. It is assumed that there is an intimate connection between space and 
mind-mdependence in visual phenomenology. The idea is that when we mtrospect experience 
it is as if there are nund-mdependent things before us in zirlue of how things appear spatiaUy to 
I J, 9 
us. The chief part of the chapter was spent undermining this assumption. I argued that spatial 
appearance itself does not gIve rise to the appearance of mind-independence. Further, even if 
one were to accept that there exists a conceptual connection between space and mind- 
independence, this has no obvious bearing on visual phenomenology. So, the Mind- 
independence claim is unacceptable. 
This completed my discussion and rejection of the first popular claim about Visual 
phenomenology, i. e. the claim that experience is transparent. In fact, the latter consists in two 
claims run together. Although the Looking-through claim may perhaps be held to be 
acceptable, it is neutral between almost all Views of experience. It is therefore useless In the 
Standard Method. The Mind-mdependence claim is not neutral in this way. However, it is 
unacceptable. 
In chapter 4,1 discussed the second of the two popular claims about Visual phenomenology to 
which users of the Standard Method draw attention. It says that when we introspect experience 
it is as if we are presented with actually existing objects and their properties. This claim is 
primarily associated with defenders of Sense Datum Theory. They put forward a principle 
about the nature of phenomenal character - the Phenomenal Principle. The Phenomenal 
Principle says that when it looks to one as if, say, there is a green square before one, then there 
exists an object that has the properties green and square, to which one is directly related. It 
supports the Sense Datum Theory. Sense Datum Theorists hold that this principle is grounded 
in visual phenomenology as it IS expressed by the introspection-based claim above. I argued 
that once this claim is understood correctly, it cannot be thought to ground the Phenomenal 
Principle. I pointed out that rivals of Sense Datum Theory put forward a very similar claim 
about Visual phenomenology. I showed this claim is a weaker but much more plausible version 
of the one endorsed by Sense Datum Theorists. However, diis weaker claim IS not sufficient to 
recommend the Phenomenal Principle rather than an alternative one, the Intentionalist 
Prin i le. The latter says that when it looks to one as if there is a green square before one, then CIP 
one is in an intentional state of a certain kind, namely one that represents to one that there is a 
green square before one. This principle supports Intentionalism. But if the weaker claim about 
visual phenomenology gives equal support to these different principles, it does not make much 
sense to dunk of it as grounding any of them. Consequently, this introspection-based claim 
about Visual phenomenology cannot play the role in constructing a theory of Visual experience 
assigned to it by users of the Standard Method. 
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In chapter 5,1 launched the second part of my overall strategy to undermine the Standard 
Method. Instead of looking at particular introspection-based claims that users of the Standard 
Method put forward, I critiqued the methodology directly. I pointed out that for the 
deliverance of introspection to be genuine data in the construction of a metaphysics of 
experience, that deliverance must be 'strict'. It must be based directly and solely on visual 
phenomenology itself But, I argue, that is not so. The deliverance of introspection is 
essentially theory-infected. In large measure, it is a function of what the introspecting subject 
believes. This generates serious disagreement about what the introspective evidence is. We find 
ample documentation of such disagreement 111 the literature: philosophers disagree wildly 
about what theintuitive deliverance of introspection is. I argued that their intuitions about this 
are driven by theory, driven by their background views about mind and world. This destroys 
the whole point of the Standard Method. Its purpose is to use _ptv-dieoretic 
data about visual 
phenomenology to constrain one's metaphysics of experience. These are supposed to be 
constraints on theory which flow from Visual phenomenology itself. But it turns out that the 
constraints in play are based on a theory-driven selection of introspective evidence. 
This concludes my case against the Standard Method. In a nutshell, it must be rejected because 
it is based on a false assumption. The assumption is that we have direct and unproblematic 
introspective access to the phenomenology of our Visual experience. We do not. Hence the 
Standard Method is unsound. Yet it is the dominant methodology In the area: it has played a 
key role in most influential work on visual experience in the last century and it does the same 
in most work today. My critique shows that, to the extent that the Standard Method is 
involved, all this work is methodologically unsound. 
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